CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

May 28,

Also, a bill (H. 1. 10269) granting .an increase of pension to.

Charles E, Storrs—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
Also, a bill (H. R. 10270) granting an increase of pension to
John Marley—to the Committee .on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. RUCKER of Colorado: A bill (H. R. 10271) ,graunting

a pension to Walter Cox—to the Committee on Invalid Iensions.
Algo, a bill (H. R. 10272) to remeove the charge of desertion
from the military record of Joseph D. ‘Campbell—to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs.
By Mr. TOU VELLIZ: A bill (H, RR. 10273) granting a pension
to Asher V. Swisher—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were Iaid
on ‘the Clerk's desk and referred as follows:

By Mr. ALEXANDER of Missouri: Paper to accompany bill!

for relief of Enoch Plummer—to the
Peunsions.
By Mr. CASSIDY: Petitions of Merchants' Associgtion of

ee on Invalid

New York and ‘Cleveland Chamber of ‘Commerce, favoring a

tariff commission—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. COOK: Petition of Merchants’ Association of New
'L!Iork, for a tariff commission—to the Committee on Ways and

eans.

By Mr. ESTOPINAL: Petition of Leonard Crower, of New
Orleans, Tavoring rate of duty on diamonds as fixed in the
Payne tariff bill—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, ‘petition of ‘Gardeners’ Protective Association of New

"Orleans, favering the Currier good-roads bill—to the Com-|

mittee on Agriculture.
By Mr. FITZGERATD : Petition of New York City Federa-

tion of Women's Clubs, against increase of duty on gloves .and:

‘hosiery—to the Committee on Ways and Means.
Also, petition of National Coffee and Tea Association, against
‘duty on tea and coffee—to the Commiftee on Ways and Means.
Also, petition of New York State League ‘of Cooperative Sav-

ings and Loan Associations, for reduction of duty on material:

for dwellings—to the Committee on Ways and Means,

Also, petition of Jewelers' Board of Trade of New York, favor-
ing creation of a tariff commission—to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

Also, petition of Hide and Leather Associntion of New York,
favoring free hides—to the Committee on ' Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Commercial Exchange of Philadelphia, favor-
ing a reciprocity treaty with Canada—to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

Also, papers to aceompany bill for relief of David 8. Brower
and Daniel Hines—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. FLOYD of Arkansas: Paper to accompany bill for
relief -of Tijah Keeling—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, papers to accompany bills for relief of Jesse Shoe-
maker, Horatio M. McGaughey, Franklin Pilcher, James H.
Bvansg, and John 'W. Say—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Algo, petition ‘of ditizens of the Third Cengressional District
of Arkansas, favoring a national highway commisgion—io the
Committee 'on Agriculture.

By Mr. HOLLINGSWORTH: Petition of W. T. Bherman
Command, No. :2, Union Veterans’ Union, Department of New
Yaork, -against picture of Jeff Davis on silver service of battle
ship Mississippi—to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

Ty Me. MOKINNEY : Petition of Tri-City Labor Congress, of
Moline and Rock Island, 111, and Davenport, Iowa, favoring the
Kendall anti-injunction bill—to the: ee on the Judiciary.

By Mr, BIOON of Tenuessee: Paper 10 mccompany bill for
relief of Seott Thompson—ito the Commitiee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. MURPHY: Petitions of various farmers’ unions of
Texns County, Mo—to the Committee on the Pest-Office and
Postdleads.

" By Mr. NELSON: Petition of Woman's Club of Madison, Wis.,
mgainst incrense «of duty on gloves and hosiery—to the Com-
miftter on Ways and Means.

By Mr. O'CONNELL: Petition of citizens of Derchester,
Mass,, for weduction of the fariff on whest—to the Committee
on ‘Ways and Means. s

By Mr. PEARRE: Petition of Altamont Ledge, No. 148,
Brotherhood of Lecometive Firemen and Engineers, ©f Cumber-
land, Md. favoring 8. 1986 and H. R. 7553; also favorable
action on 8. .236—to the Committee on Interstate mmd Foreign
Commeree.

By Mr. SIMMONS: Petitions .of 12 business men -of Middle-
port, 7 business men of Medina, and 15 business men -of Albien,

N. Y., favering a parcels-pest law—to the Commitiee on the

Post-Office and Post-Reads.

/| beets in this Btate, and we

SENATE.
Frmay, May 28, 1909.

The Senate met at 10 o'clock a. m.
Prayer by Rev. Ulysses G. B. Plerce, of the city of Washington.
The Journal of yesterday’s proceedings was read and approved.

EXECUTIVE COUNCIL 'OF PORTO RICO.

The VICE-PRESIDENT Iaid before the Senate a commumica-
tion from the Secretary of the Inferior, transmitting, pursuant
to law, one copy of the journal of the executive council of the

| first session and extraordinary session of ithe fifth legislative

assembly of Porto Rico (H. Doc. No. 42), which, with the
accompanying document, was referred to the Committee on
JPacific Islands and Porto Rico.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE.

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. W. J.
Browning, its Chief Clerk, announced that the House had passed
a bill (H. R. 9609) to grant to John Rivett privilege to make
commutation .of his homestead entry, in which it requested the
concurrence of the Senate.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS,

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. I present memorials of 5,519 farm-
ers and business men in the State of Michigan, protesting
against the reduction of the present rate of duty on sugars.
These memorials include 277 farmers and business men of
Gratiot, 446 farmers and business men of Sanilac, 700 farmers
and business men of Huron, 1,942 farmers and business men of
Saginaw, 156 farmers and business of Lapeer, 888 farmers
and business men of Genesee, 120 farmers and business men of
Lenawee, and 1,400 farmers and business men of Tuscola. I
will not ask to have the memorials read, but I would like to
have the memorial of Levi Bardwell, of Cass City, read for the
information of the Senate.

There being no objection, the Secretary read the memorial, as
follows:

The honorable the Senate of whe United 'States:

We, the undersigned residents :of the State of Michigan, are inter-
ested in the beet-sugar industry, and particularly the mis.lﬁg of sugar
rea]lm that any reduction of the doty from
the present rate would be disastrous to the beet-sugar industry fn this
Btate and in the TUnited States, and will svork t damage to the
farmers in the business of raising sugar beets unﬁ Andirectly seriously
affect ‘the jgeneral ‘business ‘interests of all beet-sugar promising States:
it will compel the sugar factories, in order to live, to so reduce ‘the
price of sugar beets to the farmers that they can ‘not mfford te ralse
them, ‘and it will ‘thus work ultimate ruin to the beet-sugar industry.
The farmers, even under present conditions, require every encour-
agement possible to induce them to ralse sugar beets, and they are just
beginning to be educated .and interested in that line of business. he
ultimate result of a reduction from the )ﬂment duty would not only
be to drive the farmers out of that line of business, but to render value-
less the many millions of dollars new invested in the beet-sugar busi-
ness in the United States, and deprive many theusands of laborers of
employment in that line of business.

‘e therefore petition your honorable body to see to it that mo legis-
Jdation is .gamed reducing the present rate of ‘duty on the sugar coming
into the United States, and your petitioners will -ever pray.

Luvi BARDWELL (and others),
Cass City.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The memorials presented by the
Senatér frem Michigan will Tie on the table.

Mr. FLETCHER. I present a resolution of ‘the ¢ity council
of Tampa, Tla., which T ask may 'be read.

There being mo objection, the resolution was read and ordered
to lie on the table, as Tollows:

Whereas the ‘Committee on “‘afs and Means of the Con

of the
United States has proposed a bi

1 to provide ‘that 150,000,000 cigars

ghall be permitted to come from the Philippine Islands free of duty in

D e b hy Neresss -Oeer Habaiin ol facturi
‘hereas Tampa is the larges T abana ar-manufacturin
centor in the TUnited States; and &

Whereas tthere is now employed in the dity .of Tﬂmga and the city of
W?lst Tampa, approximately, between 15,000 and 16,000 cigar makers;
an

Wherens onefourth of the population of the city of Tampa depend
upon :the icigar industry for their liveliheod :and ithe necessities of life;

and

YWhereas It is the opinion of the cigar unions and ‘the clgar manufac-
turers «of the « of tll:"xmm that the passage -of this bill wounld greatly
interfere with the sale and manufacture of cigars from the city .of
Tampa ; and o

Whereas it 1s the opinion of the council that the passage of this bill
avoutld ‘be harmful -am{l have a tendency o lessen the output of cigars
from our home induvstries: Be it therefore

Resolveid by the ity council of the cily of Tampa 4in the regulcr ses-
sion rconvened: First. That the clt{mfounc[l of the c¢ity of Tampa does
hereby most earnestly protest against the passage of such n bill, amd
requests the representatives in bhoth Houses from the State ¢f Florida to
uge every legal and legitimate means to prevent the passage of said bill.

Second. That a copy of this resolution bLe serv after its passage
upon each Member 'of Congress mnd each Member :of ithe Senate from .the

;| State of Florida.
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Passed by the city council of the clty of Tampa this 14th day of
May, 1909.
W. LEsLie BROwWN,
President City Council.
Attest :
W. A. JornxsoN, City Clerk.

Approved by me this 17th day of May, 1909.
[SEAL.] F. L. Wixe,
Mayor City of Tampa.

Mr. BURTON. I present a petition of the board of directors
of the Chamber of Commerce of Cleveland, Ohio, fvaying for the
adoption of an amendment to the pending tariff bill authorizing
the President to appoint tariff experts, and so forth, which I
ask may be read.

There being no objection, the petition was read and ordered
to lie on the table, as follows:

THE CLEVELAND CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,
May 21, 1909,

Hon. THEODORE E. BURTON,
Washington, D. O.

DeAR Sin: The board of directors of the Cleveland Chamber of Com-
merce has nstructed me to communicate to you its indorsement on be-
half of the chamber of the following amendment to the pending tarlff
bill, reported April 30 by the Finance Committee of the Senate:

“That to secure information to assist the President in the discharge
of the duties imposed ugon him by section 2 of this act, information
which will be useful to Congress in the preparation of tariff legislation
and to the officers of the Government in the administration of the cus-
toms law, the President is hereby authorized to employ, from time to
time, such persons as may be n;animd to make thorough investigations
and examinations into the production, commerce, and trade of the
Unlte'q States and forelgn countries and all conditions affecting the
same,

The board of directors hope that you will find it consistent to support
this amendment.

Very respectfully, yours, MuxsoN A. Havews,
Becretary.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I present a number of petitions of eciti-
zens of the State of Utah, asking that the present duty on sugar
be retained in its existing form. The petitions are signed by
all classes of people—farmers, tradesmen, and business men, I
ask that one of the petitions be read and that they be ordered
to lie on the table.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The petitions will lie on the table.
Without objection, one will be read, as requested,

The Secretary read as follows:

To the honorable the United Etates Benate:

We, whose names are subscribed below and whose residence and oceu-
pation are set opposite our names, respectively, respectfully petition and
pray the Senate of the United States to continue in force in the pro-
posed new tariff act the tariff as it presently exists upon all grades of
sugar, and we represent that the manufacture of beet sugar in Utah has
become one of the leading industries of the State, and has become so
solely by reason of the protection afforded by existing tariff laws; and
we rurtger represent that if the present tariff upon any grade of sugar
is reduced by the proposed legislation, it will result in the complete
destruction of the beet-sugar industry in Utah, upon which the farming
and rural communities of the State are dependent.

W. F. RusseLL (farmer) and others,
Roy, Utah.

Mr. FLINT., I have received a telegram relative to the Aexi-
can Petroleum Company, which I ask may be read.

There being no objection, the telegram was read and ordered
to lie on the table, as follows:

Los ANGELES, CAL., May 27, 1909.
Hon. Fraxg P. FLINT,
United States Senate, Washington, D, C.:

Please deny to Congressmen and Senators that the Mexican Petroleum
Company is controlled by Standard Oll Company. Newspaper reports
and reports attributed to David T. Day, of Bureau of Mineral Resources,
to this effeet have no shadow of foundation. Standard Oil Company has
no connection, direct or indirect, with our interests.

NORMAN BRIDGE.

Mr. FLINT. I have also received a number of affidavits from
various sugar companies of California, which I ask may lie on
the table and be printed in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the affidavits were ordered to lie on
the table and to be printed in the Recorp, as follows :

UNION BUGAR COMPANY,
Ban Francisco, May 19, 1909,
(Dictated’ May 18.)
h T. Oxxarp, Esq.,
SR Wam?r?yton, D. C.

DeArR SIk: Answering your telegram, I would- that the U
Sugar Company was organized in the year 1807 1?1? the mnnnfac?ju‘i-g
of beet sugar, and that I have been continuously the president of that
corporation and am in position to know the character of the interests
that own the shares,

To my knowled%e. the American Sugar Reflning Company has never
had any direct or indirect Interest in the stock of this company.

Yours, truly,
Joux L. HOWARD, President.

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 19th day of May, 1909.
[sEAL.] JAMES MASON,
Notary Public in and for the City and County of
Ban Francisco, State of California.

BTATE oF CALIFORNIA, County of Los Angeles, 8s:

W. C. Petchner, being first duly sworn, depeses: I am the secretary
and attorney of the Pacific Sugar Corporation, and have been such ever
gince Its Incorporation: that I am familiar or acquainted with all of
the stockholders of said corporation, and their business pursuits, avoea-
tions, and affiliations ; that as such secretary and attorney all the books
of the corporation are in my care and custody, as well as all the con-
tracts, papers, and files thereof ; that I personally know and have taken

in the formation of all the business and financial relatlons of said
Pacific Sugar Corporation from the time of its incerporation to the
time of this deposition; that said Pacific Sugar Corporation has not
now and never had amy business relations of any character whatsoever
with the American Sugar Refining Company ; and said American Sugar
Refining Company has not now, and never has had, either directly or
indirectly, any interest of nn{ character whatsoever in, or any business
relation of any character whatsoever to, or with, said Pacific Sugar
Corperation, but said last-named corporation is absolutely Independent
of any connection of every character whatsoever with any other sugar
corporation wherever situated.

W. C. PETCHNER.

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 17th day of May, 1009.
BEAL.] FRANK L. MILLER,
Notary Public in and for Los Angeles County, Cal.

STATE OF CALIFORNIA, County of Los Angeles, ss:

J. Ross Clark, being first duly sworn, on his oath deposes and says:
I am the vice-president and general manager of the Los Alamf’t?:s
Sugar Company, which corporation owns and operates the beet-sugar
plant located at Los Alamitos, Orange County, State of California,

The entire capital stock of said cmﬁ;omt_lon is held and owned by
W. A, Clark and members of his family, myself and members of my
family, Mrs. Joseph K. Clark, and T. F. iller, except 123 shares
owned by A. W. Jones, auditor of said company, and 1 sEare owned b
W. H. Comstock, who is a director of said co;'é)orat!on; that the Ameri-
can Sugar Refining Company is not interested directly or indirectly in
any of said shares of stock nor in the business of said corporation in
any manner whatsoever,

J. Ross CLARE.

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 14th day of May, 1909.

[sBAL.] . E. Lapy
Notary Public in and for said County and State.
My commission expires September 10, 1912,

STATE OF CALIFORNIA, County of Los Angeles, ss:

E. A. Pardee, being duly sworn, deposes and says that he is the
tary of the Sacramento Valley Sugar Company, :{ corporat[tl:?:l a.ngec hl:;
been since the enterprise represented b{l t was started. .

That he is acquainted with all of the stockholders of sald Sacra-
mento Valley Sugar Company, and that no sugar-refining company has
:ﬁy lfntt.%rest 1:1: t:tak}: c(;{rpc;mtfi(én. elthertflu'eti:tlsil clva lbndirectl . but that

o e cap stock of said corporation is he in -
bers, and in their own right. ¥, Indtviust mom

Eobacibed and to this 17th e

ubscr and sworn to this 17th day of May, A. D, 1909

ToRAL] EDWIN 3. Lobg’ before me.

Notary Public in and for the Count
of Los Angeles, State of California,

StaTe oF NEW Yomx, City and County of New York, ss:

H. Rieman Duval, being duly sworn, deposes and 8
gresident of the American Beet SBugar Company, and“tgnttﬁ: ané?-[gg

n Refining Company does not now and mever has owned a con-
trolling interest in the stock of the said American Beet Sugar Company,
nor does the name of the American Sugar Refining Company a pegé
u?on the certified list of stockholders or upon the stock transfer ks
of the sald American Sugar Company; that the American Sugar
Refining Company does not, dlrectlg or through any of its directors,
hold any stock in the said American Beet Sugar Company, and has never
had a representation on the board of directors of the saig American Beet
Bugar Company, nor any voice in the management of said company.

hat the board of directors of the said American Beet Sugar Com-
pany is as follows : H. Rieman Duval, R. Fulton Cutting, R. Bayard Cut-
ting, Robert O , Henry T. Oxnard, Dumont Clarke, Kalman Haas
Edwin M. Bulkley, Charles J. Peabody, James G. Hamilton, and Lucius
K hat the off of the sald American Beet S
a e officers e 8a merican Beet Sugar Company ar

follows : H. Rieman Duval, president; Robert Oxnard, vlg}pl?::sldgn%?
Henry T. Oxnard, vice-president; and John E. Tucker, secretary and

treasurer. H R

Sworn to before me this 19th day of May, 1900, — AN DUvAL.

(SEAL.] ITLAND L. Bismop,
Notary Public.

Mr. DICK presented a memorial of members of the Roessler
Brothers composing room, of Cincinnati, Ohio, remonstrating
against the imposition of a duty on print paper and wood pulp,
which was ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented a memorial of sundry business firms of
Columbus, Ohio, remonstrating against an increase of the duty
on thorium nitrate, which was ordered to lie on the table.

Mr. WARNER presented a petition of sundry citizens of Mis-
souri, praying that an increase of the pension to $25 per month
be granted the survivors of the Mexican and ecivil wars, and
also that a pension of $20 per month be granted to their widows,
which was referred fo the Committee on Pensions,

Mr. CLAPP. I have a telegram here that I desire to put in
the Recorp. It is not exactly a petition, but it is a telegram
from the Carver County Sugar Company, of Minnesota, to the
effect that they are not in the American Sugar Refining Com-
pany. I wish to supplement it with the statement that I not
only believe but I have every reason to know that the contents
of the telegram are correct and true,




. had a representation on the board of directors of
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The VICE-PRESIDENT, Without objection, the Secretary
will read the telegram.
&Ehﬁ telegram was read, and ordered to lie on the table, as
OWS :

Hon. Moses H. Crarp,
Washington, D. C.:
This company is not controlled by the American Bugar Refining Com-
pany, and you may deny the statement.

CHASEA, MINN., May 26, 1909.

CARVER CoUNTY SvcAr Co.,
F, C. HICKS.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I present the affidavit of R. G. Wag-
ner, president of the Wisconsin Sugar Company, of Milwaukee,
Wis., making certain statements as to the ownership, control,
and management of that company, which I ask may be read.

There being no objection, the afidavit was read and ordered
to lie on the table, as follows:

SraTe oF WiscoNsIN, County of Milwaukee, 88> :

Perzonally appeared before me the undersigned officer, R. G. Wagner,
who, being first duly sworn, on oath states that he Is the president of
the Wisconsin Sugar Company, of Milwaukee, Wis., a comtlon
organized under the state laws of Wisconsin, and that he has the
president of this company since its organization in 1801, and that the
American Sugar Refining Company never had nor has at the present
time, any interest whatever in the own control, or management
ef the Wisconsin Sugar Cumg:ny: also, that all the shareholders are
residents of Wi in, and that the company is entirely independent of
any other company or interests engaged in the sugar industry.

RBR. G. WAGNER.

Sworn to and subscribed before me this 18th day of , 1009,

[8BAL.] WALTER W, OEFLEIN,

Notary Public, Milwaukee County, Wis.

My commission expires October 13, 1012,

Mr. BURKETT. I have had handed to me an affidavit in refer-
ence to the American Beet Sugar Company, in the State of
Nebraska, in regard to their not having connection with the
Ameriean Sugar Refining company. I ask that it be read.

There being no objection, the affidavit was read and ordered
to lie on the table, as follows:

Stare oF NEw YORE, City and County of New York, ss:

John E, Tucker, be duly sworn, deposes and says that he is the
mr?zt;lry of the Amer!{:fn Beet Sugar Company, and t{r.a.t the American
Sugar Reflning Company does not now and never has owned a con-
trolling interest in the stock of the said American Beet SBugar Company,
nor does the name of the American Sugar Refining Compa.nsg appear
upon the certified list of stockholders or upon the stock-transfer ks
of the sald American Beet Sugar Company ; that the American Sugar
Refining Company does not directly or through any of its directors hold
any stock in the said American

t Sugar Compnng. and has never
Sxd ot £t tt ersail!id American
ugar any, nor any voice management of said company.
Be‘i‘%;ft the Eo‘:-;'g olF nllre«:tcul'lgr of the gaid American Beet S8ugar Company
is as follows: R. Rieman Duval, R. Fulton Cutting, R. Bayard Cutting,
Robert Oxnard, Henry T. Oxnard, Dumont Clarke, Kalman Haas, Edwin
M. B“!!'lﬂey. Charles” J. Peabody, James G. Hamilton, and Lucius K.
Wilmerding.
' the officers of the sald American Beet B Com are as fol-
logsh?t H. ?.‘G.?emm Duval, president ; Robert Ox ; ﬂoe-prmt : Henry
7T, Oxnard, vice-president; and John E. Tucker, secretary and treasurer.
JouN B, TUCKER, Secretary.

fore me this 19th day of May, 1009.
?;E\r: ]to beure w L. Bis=OP,
Notary Public.

Term expires March 80, 1910.

Mr. DEPEW presented a petition of Corning Lodge, No. 195,
Brotherhood of Railway Trainmen, of Corning, N. Y., praying
for the of the so-called * Burkett boiler-inspection " bill
and the “fuoll-crew " bill, which was referred to the Committee
on Interstate Commerce,

He also presented memorials of members of the Chamberlin
Composing Room Chapel, of Syracuse; of the New York Globe
Composing Room Chapel, of New York City; of the Kay Publish-
ing House Composing Room Chapel, of New York City; of the
Standard-Union Composing Room Chapel, of Brooklyn; and of
the Daily Courier Composing Room Chapel, of Buffalo, all in the
State of New York, remonstrating against the imposition of a
duty on print paper and wood pulp, which were ordered to lie
on the table.

He also presented a petition of James A. Garfield Council,
No. 41, Junior Order United American Mechanics, of Brooklyn,
N. Y., praying for the adoption of an amendment to the pending
tariff bill increasing the head tax on immigrants from $4 to $10,
which was ordered to lle on the table,

Mr., BOURNE presented a memorial of sundry farmers and
tradesmen of La Grande and Island City, in the State of Oregon,
remonsirating against a reduction of the present duty on sugars,
which was ordered to lie on the table.

Mr. SIMMONS presented a petition of Whedbee & Morris and
sundry other citizens of Franklinton, N. €., praying that hides
be placed on the free list, which was ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented petitions of D. N. Mackay and sundry other
citizens of Asheville; of T. K. Murphy and sundry other citizens
of Balisbury; and of the MeDaniel-Saunders Company and
sundry other business firms of Rutherfordton, all in the State

of North Carolina, praying for a reduction of the duty on raw
and refined sugars, which were ordered to lie on the table.

Mr. STEPHENSON presented a memorial of the board of
trustees of Park Falls, Wis., remonstrating against any reduc-
tion of the duty on print paper and wood pulp, which was or-
dered to lie on the table.

He also presented the petition of William H. Hufnagel and 24
other eitizens of Wisconsin, praying for a removal of the duty
on hides, which was ordered to lie on the table,

He also presented the memorial of H. Hamminsen and 6
other ecitizens of Appleton, Wis, remonstrating against an in-
crease of the duty on hosiery and gloves, which was ordered to
lie on the table.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE presented petitions of sundry citizens of
Hudson, Dale, Hustisford, Maiden Rock, West Salem, Sheboy-
gan, Ripon, Iron Ridge, Woodland, Horicon, Roberts, Ham-
herst, Melrose, Wilton, Medford, Sauk City, Milton, Livingston,
Washburn, Waukesha, Cedar Grove, Endeavor, Clappville, Mon-
roe, Browntown, Spencer, Milwaukee, Walford, Oshkosh, and
Manitowoce, and of sundry bankers of Madison and Milwaukee,
g1l in the State of Wisconsin, praying for a removal of the duty
on hides, which were ordered to lie on the table.

BILL INTRODUCED.

A bill was introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous
consent, the second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. BAILEY (by request) :

A bill (8. 2491) for the relief of Willlam H. Taylor; to the
Committee on Claims.

AMENDMENTS TO THE TAEIFF BILL.

Mr. BURTON submitted four amendments intended to be
proposed by him to the bill (H. R. 1438) to provide revenue,
equalize duties, and encourage the industries of the United
States, and for other purposes, which were ordered to lie on
the table and be printed.

WITHDRAWAL OF PAPERS—JAMES PHELPS.
On motion of Mr. DICK, it was

Ordered, That there may be withdrawn from the files of the Senate
in the case of James Phelps (8. 2283, 60th Cong., 1st sess.),
no adverse report having been made thereon.

+ PETROLEUM FIELDS IN MEXICO.

Mr. CUMMINS. I submit a resolution, for which I ask pres-
ent consideration.
The resolution (8. Res. 53) was read, considered by unani-
mous consent, and agreed to, as follows:
Benate resolution 53.

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Interior be directed to furnish
to the Senate such information as Dr. C. W. Hayes, chief geologist of
the Geological Burvey, can furnish respecting his investigations and
observations as to the character and develo&ment of petroleum flelds
in the Republic of Mexico, the character of the oil produced, the loea-
tion of the oil regions, the ownership of or interest in concessions
granted by the Mexican Govermment, the probabilities of increase in
Praduction. and, generally, all the information with respect to petro-
eum and its E?: ucts procured by the sald Hayes upon his wisit or
visits to the Republic of Mexico. X

THE TARIFF,

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The morning business is closed.
The calendar is in order.

The Senate, as in Committee .of the Whole, resumed the con-
sideration of the bill (H. R. 1438) to provide revenue, equalize
duties, and encourage the industries of the United States, and
for other purposes.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The pending guestion is on agree-
ing to paragraph 213.

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President——

Mr. PAYNTER. Mr. President, I know that my colleague is
going to discuss a question of great importance, and I should
like to have the presence of a quorum. I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the roll.

The Secretary called the roll, and the following Senators an-
swered to their names:

Aldrich Clark, Wyo. Frye Page
Balley Clay Gnillng'er Paynter
Beveridge Crane Gamble Penrose
Borah Crawford e Perkins
Bradley Cullom Hale Rayner
Brandegee Cummins Heyburn Root
Briges Curtis Hughes Scott
Bristow Daniel Johnson, N. Dak. Smith, Mich,
Brown Johnston, Ala. Smith, 8. C.
Bulkeley Dick Jones Smoot
Burkett Dillingham Kean Stone
Burnbam Dixon La Follette Butherland
Burrows Dolliver Lodge Tallaferro
Burton Tletcher McCumber Tillman
Carter Flint Nelson Warner
Chamberlaln Foster Oliver Warren
Clapp Frazier Overman
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Mr. JONES. My colleague [Mr. Piues] is unaveidably de-
taimed from the Chamber this morning.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Sixty-seven Senators have re-
sponded to the roll eall. A guorum of the Senate is present.
The Senator from Kentucky will proceed.

Mr. BRADLEY, Mr. President, at the outset of what I shall
gay on the repeal of the 6 cents tax on leaf tebaeco, I desire to
return my thanks to Congressman STANLEY for much valuable
statistical infermation furnished by him, which has cost hmg
years of toil to acquire.

1 desire to say further that I listened with both pleasure and
profit to the instructive, able, and thoroughly conservative
speech of my distinguished colleague [Mr. Paxxmer] on this
question.

During parts of the years 1907 and 1008 we had in Ken-
tucky what was known as the “ tobaceo war,” and the “ Night
Riders” in Kentucky and Tennessee were guilty of such out-
rageous eonduct as to merit the condemnation of all geod people
within and without those States. The governors of the two
States, in their eflorts to vindicate the law, showed themselves
to be worthy and patriotic. As my distinguished colleague said,
it is somewhat humiliating to me that such things occurred in
the State of Kentucky, for I love Kentucky as every loyal son
loves his mother.

I love her for her virtnes and for her glorious past, upon

which these outrages, deplorable as they are, are but as spots

on the face of the sun. The honesty of her people stands out
as conspicuously as her rugged hills; their bravery has been
told in story and in song, and, from the time of their conflict
with the savage to this good hour, their blood has enriched
every battlefield of the Republic.

* No man or get of men can bring repreoach on Kentucky with-
out incurring my resentment. I am somewhat like an old gen-
tleman whom I knew years ago, who was in the habit of
gpeaking in very plain terms of his wife's conduct by reason
of her high temper. He would arraign her most severely, but
“he always wound up with the declaration, “I can talk about
Betsy, but no other man can talk about her before me without a
fight or a foot race.” [Laughter.] So I say about Kentucky.

I am frank to say, Mr. President, that after this lawlessness
had reached its full fury I was so much impressed with its
atrocity that T did not take the time to consider the cause, nor
had I at that time mande any study of the conditions. But that
there was a cause there can be no sort of doubt, for law-abiding
people do not suddenly, without reason, become outlaws. 1 de-
sire now to say something about the causes which led up to
this disturbance.

You have already been told by my colleague how the Ameri-
can Tobacce Company, under the innocent guise of a manu-
facturer of cigarettes, with a eapital of $25,000,000, rather a
suspicious amount for that business, entered the commercial
world in 1890; how it deliberately swallowed its competitors;
how it enlarged its business by establishing subsidiary com-
panies for the manufacture of plug and smoking tobaceo, snuff,
and so forth, which in turn rapidly devoured their competitors
by lowering prices so that they could not compete and then
destroyed them, or absorbed them by purchase, umtil holding
the majority of stock in all these corporations it silenced all
competition in this country and steod without a rival in the
United States.

After this had been accomplished, and it was the absolute
monareh of all it surveyed in America, not content, it conceived
the idea of destroying its great competitor in Great Britain, the
Imperial Tobacco Company, which had destroyed all competition
in that country, thus cutting off all avenues of escape to that
market from the American farmer. By offering prineely contribu-
tions to those who would patronize its business in Great Britain
it drove the Imperial to a compromise, and obtained an agree-
ment by which the American farmer was excluded from that
market and by which the Imperial Tobaeco Company agreed to
confine its purchases to foreign lands, leaving the field in this
country uncontested to the American Tobacco Company.

Long prior to 1894—indeed many years ago—lta]y, France,
Austria-Hungary, and other countries determined to go into the
purchase of tobacco under what was known as the “ regie sys-
tem.” In other words, those Governments became the purchas-
ers of tobaceo in this country through their agents and shipped
it to those various countries and sold it, turning whatever
might be made out of the traffic into their treasuries.

The American Tobacco Company, finding itself confronted
with these rivals, proceeded to treat with them. The result of
that treaty was that in the States of Kentucky and Tennessee
they divided up the territory, with an agreement that no one
of those companies should enter the territory of another or of

the American Tobacco Company, and that all of them should
buy at the same fixed price.

Prior to that time the American farmer had found a good
market for his tobaeco in Bremen, and seeing that Great
Britain was clesed against him, seeing that his own markets at
home were closed against him, large guantities of tobacco were
shipped to Bremen, and on arrival the American Tobacco Com-
pany was found standing there with its millions of pounds and
proposing to sell them at eost price in the United States. So
it was every avenue of escape was closed. The American
Tobaeeo Company had not only become possessed of eontrol in
this country, but had swept on trimmphantly until it had not
a competitor on the faee of the earth, as the waters of a great
flood swept on withont a shore.

The steck of $25,000,000 has risen in all now to over $300,-
006,000. In 1895, as shown by my colleague, they declared a
dividend of 20 per cent; in 1896, of 224 per cent; in 1807, of
25 per cent; and in 1898, of 32% per cent, besides leaving large
surpluses in the treasury.

Mr, TILLMAN. If the Senator will pardon me, I should like
to know the amount of stock the dividends were on. Was it
on the original $25,000,000 or the watered addition?

Mr. BRADLEY. The statement was made by my colleague,
and I will ask him to answer.

Mr. PAYNTER. The dividends, of eourse, were declared npon
the amount of the common stock which was in existenee at the
time the dividends were declared.

Mr. BRADLEY. 8uch had become the power of this company
that the representatives of kings and emperors knelt before it
and were prond to do it reverence. The producers and farmers
then appealed to Congress. Three times the lower house of
Congress nnanimously passed an act removing the 6 cents tax
on natural leaf tobacco, but that act never even reached a
vote in the Senate. As a last vesort, feeling that there was
no hope from any source aside from individual effort, the to-
bacco growers of Kentucky and Tennessee formed societies
under different names numbering 60,000 members, but all with
the same object, the purpose of which was to pool their te-
baceo ; that is, to hold it all under one control a sufficient length
of time to foree the American Tobacco Company to buy at fair
prices, because of the fact that their customers wounld insist-
ently demand that they should furnish them tobacco.

At this point I wish to say to Senators, you will find the
proof of my statements concerning this tebacco company in the
hearings before the Ways and Means Committee and the Fi-
nance Committee and the report of the Commissioner of Cor-
porations, which only a few days ago was laid on the desk or
sent to the office of each Senator.

Now, when this pooling commenced there were guite a number
of farmers who refused to enter the societies, but who in-
gisted that they would continue to raise and seéll their tobacco.
They held their tobacco, however, long enough to get the benefit
of the delay occasioned by the societies, to some extent, and
thereby received reasonably good prices.

The trust, for I shall no longer eall it the “American Tobacco
Company,” bought this tobacco, first, because it was
needed, and, secondly, hoping by giving good prices for it to in-
duce others to believe that they eould likewise sell their tobaceo,
and in this way destroy the organization, thereby putling the
farmers again at their mercy.

When this condition presented itself, there “were those who
felt sorely aggrieved. Every effort was made to try to induce
all the farmers to go into the organization. Every effort
was made to try to induce them not to produce any more
tobaceo, but to hold everything as long as might be mneces-
sary until the combine was forced to purchase from them
at fair prices. Some of these persons, feeling themselves ag-
grieved, as I have said, commenced the violation of the law.
First, tobacco beds were scraped ; second, the barns of the trust
in some instances, and of these independent farmers in others,
were burned. Men who were purchasing for the Regie Com-
pany and the American Tobaceo Company were whipped and
forced to leave the State, and in some instances, I say with
deep humiliation, even human life was taken. 8neh crimes:
can find no apologist. Thus this terrible condition of affairs
was developed, without justification, but not wholly without
reason. The profitable market theretofore prevailing was de-
stroyed and an arbitrary price that was a mere pittance was
fixed at home, while the markets abroad were closed by con-
spiracy and fraud.

I beg you, Mr. President and Senators, to look at this condi-
tion as it is. Here were these farmers cut off frem all hope.
Where they once had competition from hundreds of purchasers,
they found they had three or four in collusion at a fixed price.
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Tobacco, which it costs $6 a hundred to raise, was, of necessity,
gold for three and a half dollars a hundred. The farmer who
had invested his all saw that he was unable to get any return;
the tenant who had raised tobacco “on the halves” saw the
fruits of his labor vanish; the laborers’ wages were cut to
starvation prices; tenants and laborers beheld in the eyes of
their wives and children an expression of hunger and despair
and saw them shivering, half clad, in the winter's blasts.

Some idea may be formed of the injury that was done to
Kentucky, and only a faint idea, by an examination of the
Statistical Abstract, which shows that in 1908, at the end of the
fiscal year, as compared to 1907, at the end of the fiscal year,
there was a decrease in the tobacco produced in Kentucky of
44,878,000 pounds, and a decrease in its value of $6,729,400.
But this is only one evidence of the losses of those people.

We now appeal to this Senate for aid, and we can obtain it
in no other way. The remedy, and the only remedy, is by the
removal of the 6-cent tax from tobacco in its natural condition
whenever and wherever sold. You may say, * Well, you have
had your protective society in Kentucky; by long delay you
have sold your tobacco for from eight to twenty dollars per
hundred, and why come to Congress for aid?"

Mr. President, in order to sell that tobacco, some of it was
held in pool for nearly three years. Imagine, sir, the hardship
to the poor man who had to wait all this time or even for one
year to sell his tobacco and get the fruits of his labor. They
may control this thing in the future, as they have in the past;
but what is the inevitable result? The same delay, the same
attempted sales by independent tobacco raisers, the same at-
tempted increase in the production, and necessarily a repetition
of the same things in Kentucky and Tennessee which have oc-
curred in the past, for, under similar circumstances, history
will always repeat itself.

But it may be said these outbreaks did not occur in all the
tobacco States. By no means. Why? In those States pro-
ducing cigar tobacco and cigar wrappers the trust had not
gained control. The cigar industry was the only tobacco in-
dustry in the United States which had not fallen a victim to
the rapacious greed of this combine; but allow me to predict
that the time is not far distant, if the statute remains as it
is, when even that industry must succumb.

Another thing. The combine had not seen fit to divide out
the territory and put up their collusive bidders at the same
price, save in Kentucky and Tennessee. There were disturb-
ances, I believe, in the southern part of Indiana and some in
the southern part of Ohio, but the great bulk of this trouble
was in Kentocky and Tennessee.

Mr, President, the farmer can sell without restriction any-
thing he raises except his tobacco. It requires more labor to
produce tobacco than any other crop. It takes thirteen months
from the time the tobacco seed is sown in the bed to the time
that the tobacco is completely cured and ready for sale. Dur-
ing all that time, more, or less, the farmer is at work on that
product.

We have in Kentucky, and in all the States which produce to-
bacco, soil peculiarly adapted to its production. Possibly we
have more of that character of soil in Kentucky—which, by the
way, produces nearly one-third of all the tobacco raised in the
United States—than has any other State. There are thousands
of acres of land in Kentucky which will produce good tobacco,
but which is totally unfitted for the profitable production of
any other crop.

As I said, we raise in Kentucky nearly one-third of all the
tobacco of the United States, and in 1908 the tobacco of that
State was valued at $17,799,600, which was much less than in
some preceding years. Aside from the large number of pro-
ducers interested, there were employed in Kentucky that year,
in round numbers, more than 80,000 laborers, all of whom,
with those dependent upon them for support, aggregated in the
neighborhood of 400,000 people. Next to Kentucky, in 1908,

. came North Carolina, and next Virginia, and next Ohio; but

there were large gquantities raised in South Carolina, Tennessee,
Wisconsin, Pennsylvania, Maryland, Indiana, and Connecticut.

* There was also more or less raised in New Hampshire, Vermont,

Massachusetts, New York, Georgia, Florida, Alabama, Missis-
sippi, Arkansas, Illinois, Missouri, West Virginia, Texas, and
Louisiana. In other words, tobacco is raised in 25 States of the
Union.

The total output of tecbacco in the United States in 1908—
which was not a year of full production—was 718,061,380
pounds, of the estimated value of $74,130,185.

This immense production representing this enormous sum of
money, aside from the number of owners of the soil, involves
in round numbers 282,000 laborers, who, with those dependent
upcml them, aggregate a vast army of more than 1,000,000
people.

In view of these conditions, the importance of fair and just
legislation affecting this produet can not be overestimated.
I beg Senators to give me their attention while I proceed to
show that such legislation does not exist and will not, unless
in their wisdom they should enact into law the amendment
which I have offered. .

I will state in the beginning that under the present statute
and rulings of the Commissioner of Internal Revenue the pro-
ducers are so hampered and restricted in the sale of their leaf
tobacco that they are substantially placed at the mercy of
the great trust, which has blighted their hopes and desolated
their homes,

Mr. President, the Republican party at its national conven-
tion in 1888, being alive to conditions, even as they then existed,
and which have since become a thousand times worse, declared
in its platform: r

The Republican party would effect all needed reduction of the na-
tional revenue by repealing all the taxes on tobacco, which are an
annoyance and burden to agriculture, etc.

In 1890 the Republican party redeemed that pledge in the
McKinley tariff bill, which provided:

Sgc. 26. That on and after the 1st day of May, 1801, all speclal
taxes imposed by law now enforced upon dealers in leaf tobacco, retail
dealers in leaf tobacco, dealers in tobacco, manufacturers of cigars, and
peddlers of tobacco are hereby repealed.

But that law required that the manufacturers should register
with the collector * their names, place of residence, trade, or
business, and the place where such trade or business is to be
carried on,” and so forth, and provided a penalty for failure
so to do.

In another portion of the aet, smoking and manufactured to-
baceo was required to be put up in “ packages” and stamped,
the tax being fixed at 6 cents per pound.

In section 27 it was provided :

That all provisions of the statutes imposing restrictions of any kind
whatseerver upon farmers and growers of tobacco in regard to the gale
of their leaf tobacco, and the keeping of books and the registration
and report of their sales of leaf tobacco, or imposing any tax on ac-
count of such sales, ia hercby repealed.

It was further provided, however, that.farmers or planters
of tobacco producing and selling leaf tobacco should, on de-
mand of any revenue officer or agent, furnish him, under oath,
a true and complete statement of all sales of leaf tobacco, the
number of hogsheads, cases, or pounds, with name and resi-
dence of the purchaser and place delivered, and a punishment
was fixed for a failure so to do. In this way the tracing of leaf
sales was secured.

It remained for the Democratic party, in 1804, to repeal this
just law providing for the free sale of leaf tobacco by the
passage of the Wilson bill, which bill has been the fruitful
source of all our woe. And yet, in justice to those who voted
for that bill, I am of the opinion that 90 per cent of them did
not know that in its specious wording there was contained a
provision that substantially destroyed the protection that had
been afforded the farmer by the McKinley bill. Indeed, I
know if those gentlemen who passed that bill had understood
its purport, they never would have given it their support.

I call your attention, Mr. President, to the language of the
Wilson bill in providing who should be considered a manu-
facturer. Although it professed to give even more relief to the
farmer than the McKinley bill, it absolutely destroyed all hope
for his relief. The following is its language:

SEc. 69. Every iparson shall be regarded as a manufacturer of tobaeco
whose business * it Is to sell leaf tobacco in quantitics less than a hogs-
head, case, or bale; or who sells directly to consumers, or to persons
other than duly registered dealers in leaf tobacco, or d“!ﬁ registered
manufacinrers of tobacco, snuff, or cigars, or to persons who purchase
in pack?‘ﬁes for export; and all tobacco so sold by such persons shall
be regarded as manufactured tobacco and such manufactured tobacco
shall be z)ut up and prepared by such manufacturers in such packages
only as the Commissioner of Internal Revenue, with the approval of
the Secretary of the Treasury, shall prescribe.”

After having thus destroyed the power of the farmer's vendee
to sell his leaf tobacco to the consumer, except on the payment
of the tax, this misleading proviso was added:

Provided, That farmers and growers of tobacco who sell leaf tobaceco
of their own growth and raising shall not be regarded as manufacturers
of tobaceo; and so much of section 3244 of the Revised Statutes of the
United States, and acts amendatory thereof, as are in conflict with this
act are hereby repealed.

Provided further, That section 27, chapter 1244, paﬁ 863, volume 1
of Supplement to the Revised Statutes of the United States (which was
the McKinley law) “be amended by striking out all after the word
‘ repealed.” "

This is the section of the McKinley bill requiring the farmer
to give information as to his sales.

Hence it was represented, and believed to be true by nine-
tenths of those who supported the Wilson bill, that the farmer
and his vendee were not only allowed to sell without restrie-
tion, as provided by the McKinley bill, but in addition the
farmer was relieved from keeping any memoranda or giving
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information as to his sales on demand of any officer of the
Government.

Such was the belief of the farmer, who hailed with delight
the passage of the Wilson bill and affectionately looked upon
the Demoecratic party as his * guide,.philesopher, and friend.”
But later, when attention was called to the law by the rulings
of the Commissioner of Internal Revenue, he awoke to the fact
that he had been deceived and placed completely in the power
of the trust. To this bill he had looked as his “ friend in
every present hour of need.” Before the grinding effect of the
combine was experienced, the real value of the McKinley bill
had not been appreciated; but when the American Tobaceeo
Company, which was organized in 1890 with a suspiciously
large capital, ostensibly for the harmless purpose of manufae-
turing cigarettes, had enlarged its powers by forming sub-
sidiary corporations and had gone inte every braneh of tobacco
manufacturing, destroying all competitors except those who
entered with it into an agreement of oppression, and the
farmer saw his market gradually contract from hundreds of
independent buyers to three or four in collusion, the farmer
and his laborers, in their frantic appeal to the Wilson bill for
relief, found that it had absolutely closed the door of hope
upon them, and that the McKinley bill was indeed their friend.

Hence, Congress was asked to enact a bill in many respects
the same as the McKinley bill, and three times, as I have said,
the House of Representatives passed that measure unanimously,
and three times it came into this Chamber, and died in the
Finance Committee without ever having been reported. I under-
stand that the main reason for this was that that bill as passed
did not contain any clause providing for tracing the sales of
leaf tobacco. It passed the House again unanimously without
provision to trace leaf sales during the present session. It
came to this body, but was stricken from the bill by the Finance
Committee because, as I understand, of the failure to provide
the means of tracing leaf sales.

Mr. TILLMAN. Mr. President, if it will not interrupt the
Senator—

AMr. BRADLEY. Certainly not.

Mr. TILLMAN. I should like to know the years when the
bills to which the Senator refers passed the House of Repre-
sentatives.

Mr. BRADLEY. Well, really, I will say to the Senator that
I do not know.

Mr. TILLMAN. Since 19007

Mr. BRADLEY. Oh, yes.

Mr. TILLMAN. Have not the Republicans been in full con-
trol here since then?

Mr. BRADLEY. Yes,

Mr. TILLMAN. Then, why does the Senator charge this to
the Democracy?

Mr. BRADLEY. I simply charge that, if it had not been for
the Democrats, this trouble never would have existed.

Mr. TILLMAN. I know; but if we have been fooled once,
why do the Republicans follow our bad example?

Mnl-é BRADLEY. I do not want them to follow your ex-
ample.

Mr. TILLMAN. They have.

Mr. BRADLEY. And I am trying my best now to prevent it;
but I want to show further along why the Republicans have not
passed these bills,

Right at this point, I want to call attention a little more par-
ticularly to the differences which existed between the Wilson bill
and the McKinley bill. TUnder the McKinley bill the farmer had
the right to sell his tobacco without the payment of tax and his
vendee had the right to sell without the payment of tax: in
other words, leaf sales were free. Under the Wilson bill the
farmer had the right to sell without the payment of tax, but
his vendee had no such right. You will see, therefore, the very
great difference existing between these two bills.

Under the rulings of the Commissioners of Internal Revenue
the right of the farmer to sell his leaf tobacco under the Wilson
bill has been held to be a persomal privilege that can not be
delegated by him te another person. He can not employ an-
other to travel from place to place to sell and deliver his to-
bacco, not even a member of his ewn family; nor has he the
right to place it in the hands of any person to be sold for him
except a manufacturer, as described in section 69 of the Wilson
law; and those manufaeturers are in each case required to pay
6 cents per peund tax on all tobacco sold. I may add here
that these persons, in nearly every instance, are under the con-
trol of the trust, and thousands of them are now protesting
to the Senate against the removal of the tax as provided in the
present amendment.

So it is, Mr. President, as the law now stands, the farmer
must leave his farm and travel over the country in erder to
sell and deliver his tobacco, This he can not do, for two rea-

sons: First, on account of the expense attending it; and, sec-
ond, because he can not neglect his farm and family. Like
Tantalus, he is surrounded by water, yet can not drink. His
privilege amounts to nothing, comparatively speaking, in his
own neighborhood, because there are so many tobacco producers
in his vieinity that his market is wholly with the consumer,
and he can not exchange his tobacco at the country store for
goods, wares, or merchandise without paying the 6 cents tax,
for the merchant will not take it, even if he is a licensed dealer,
unless he protects himself by charging the 6 cents tax that he
must pay for the privilege of reselling.

The law as it now stands amounts substantially to the per-
mission that the mother gave her daughier when she told her
that she could go eut to swim, but must not go near the water.

Mr. TILLMAN, That is the Dingley bill.

Mr. BRADLEY. No, sir; that is the Wilson bill.

Mr. TILLMAN. But the Wilsen bill is dead; it is repealed.

Mr. BRADLEY. The Wilson bill is not wholly dead; it
only “sl * in part. Let me say that the provisions of
the Wilson bill as passed in 1804, about which I am talking,
were not interfered with by the Dingley bill, but the law stands
to-day as it steod then, a monument of injustice to the farmers
of this country.

Mr. TILLMAN. Mr. President——

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Kentucky
yield to the Senator from South Carolina?

Mr. BRADLEY. Certainly.

Mr. TILLMAN. Will the Senator deny that the present law
in regard to tobacco is the act, or omission to act, of the Repub-
lican party?

Mr. BRADLEY. I deny that it is their act.

Mr. TILLMAN. Well, if the Democrats made a mistake, or
committed a erime, we will say——

Mr. BRADLEY. Obh, not a crime.

Mr. TILLMAN. It is a crime to rob farmers of their living—
I do not agree with the Senator on that proposition; I say it is
a erime—if the Democrats committed a blunder or a crime and
the Republicans left it alone, aftér the tobacco trust had or-
ganized and got its tentacles and its influence in here, where
does the blame rest?

Mr. BRADLEY., Well, it seems to me that the man who
does the devilment is more responsible than the fellow who lets
the devilment alone after it is done.

Mr. TILLMAN. That is a question of ethies.

Mr. BRADLEY. But, as I said to the Senator a moment ago,
I do not approve of that; and I want to give the reason later
on why it was done. What I am trying to do now is to in-
duce the Republican party to go back to the provisions of the
MeKinley bill and do the farmers of this country and also the
laborers justice.

Mr. TILLMAN. If the Senator had confined his argument
to a plea for justice to the farmers, every Democrat here was
listening to him with an earnest desire to help him; but when
he undertakes to turn his argument into a partisan one and to
lay all the blame on the Democrats, when his own statement of
fact shows that it is not true, I do not see what the Senator
expeets to accomplish.

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, it was not my purpose to
cause any Senator to become excited or to lose his temper. I
am giving the history of this bill, and I am putting the respon-
sibility where it belongs. So far as it may belong on the Re-
publican party by act of emission, I am putting it there, and
so far as it belongs on the Democratic party by act of commis-
sion, I am putting it there. I want the people of this eountry
to know exacfly how this thing came about and exactly why it
has eontinued; and I will show them before I am through. I
am not undertaking to make g partisan speech; I am putting
the blame where it belongs in the first instance; I am asking
for justice to one of the great industries of this country; and I
am asking that an iniguitous law shall be repealed.

It matters not so mueh who is responsible, nor the degree of
that responsibility, for, whoever is responsible, the law should
no longer remain upon the statute book. I will discuss later
the guestion as to what is the cause of the present position of
affairs, and why it is that this law which was adopted by
the House has never passed the Senate.

There are two objections made to my proposed amendment,
and to those objections I desire for a few minutes to eall the
attention of Senators. First, it is objected that the passage of
this amendment will open the door to frand and render un-
certain the enforcement of the tobacco tax; secondly, that it
will materially deerease the amount of revenue eollected.

As to the first proposition, it may be said that no law c¢an be
devised which will entirely prevent frand. As long as human
cupldity and ingenuity exist, just so long will fraud be perpe-
trated. There are violations every day of internal-revenue
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laws, and they will continue more or less as long as those laws
remain on the statute book. Indeed, the same may be said of
all laws.

In support of the contention named, the letters of the late
Secretary Cortelyou and the present Acting Commissioner of
Internal Revenue will be quoted. A close examination of these
letters, in connection with the clear and explicit statements of
late Commissioner of Internal Revenue Yerkes, the operations
of the McKinley bill, the constant violations of the present law,
and the additional safeguard established by the proposed law,
will show how very little foundation there is for the apprehen-
sions of the ex-Secretary and the acting commissioner, whose
communications are substantially the same, both going back to
the report of the commissioner in 1871, calling attention to the
large amount of leaf tobacco sold at retail directly to the con-
sumer without payment of any tax, and, quoting the language
of the then commissioner, that—

The traffic was so injurious to the manufacturers and prejudicial to
thfesrevenue that the manufacturers asked to be protected from such
Ba. .

It seems that while the commissioner’'s ear was keenly at-
tuned to the complaint of the manufacturer and his plea for
protection, it was deaf to the cries of the producer and laborer,
who were suffering by reason of the practices of the manufac-
turer. The manufacturers, however, are generally too modest to
ask for protection. They usually confine themselves to expres-
sions of great concern lest the revenue may be curtailed. The
exhibition of their desire to protect the Government is truly
pathetic, and may be likened to the great desire of the wolf to
protect the shepherd in order that he may fatten upon his sheep.

Mr. Cortelyou proceeds to tell how a law was passed in 1873
imposing such taxes as rendered it impossible for any person to
carry on the business of selling raw leaf tobacco directly to
consumers or others than leaf dealers or manufacturers. But
he forgot to mention that the laws up to 1871 did not throw the
safeguards around the sale of tobacco that have since been pro-
vided; and he forgot also to mention the fact that the law of
1873 was wiped from the statute books by the McKinley Act
in 1800 and laws passed such as would and did make more diffi-
cult the commission of fraud than ever before, and these laws
are in foree to-day. Mr. Cortelyou says—and here is the milk
in the cocoanut—tliat fraud will be hard to detect when *the
present means of tracing leaf sales is practically abandoned.”

It is upon that theory that heretofore the commissioners of
internal revenue, some of them, have given their opinions. It
is for that reason that this bill did not pass the Senate and was
never reported to the Senate by the Finance Committee; be-
cause, although the bill had passed the House four times, there
was no provision in it in any way providing for the tracing of
the sales of leaf tobacco. Hence it was that the commissioners
and the Secretary of the Treasury objected to its passage. The
section which provided for the tracing of leaf sales in the
McKinley bill was repealed by the Wilson bill, and no provision
of a similar character was embraced in the act that four times
passed the House of Representatives; but now, by the amend-
ment which I propose, that provision is restored, and hence all
the apprehensions that may have been felt by reason of frauds
liable to be committed on the revenue, or because of a decrease
in revenue on account of the fact that the sales of leaf can no
longer be traced, are now provided for in the amendment which
is offered, restoring that provision.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President—

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Kentucky
yield to the Senator from Indiana?

Mr. BRADLEY. I do.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. The Senator says the reason why the
bill which passed the House four times was not reported by
the Finance Committee of the Senate was because it left out
this provision for tracing the sales. That could readily have
been inserted by the committee, and it does not seem to me
to be a very good reason, because it could have been inserted
in a moment; so that the objection of the Treasury Department
and the committee could have been obviated by inserting that.
Is not that true? -

Mr. BRADLEY. I will say to the Senator from Indiana
that I agree with him that such provision could have been
inserted, but its absence was the reason given by the committee
why it should not pass, and the attention of the committee, I
will say in justice to them, was not specifically called to the in-
sertion of such a clause, but their attention was called to the
danger of fraud under the bill as proposed by the letters of the
commissioners and the letter of the Secretary of the Treasury
that the law did not provide for the tracing of leaf sales.

I am not here to make excuses for anybody, nor am I here
to unjustly condemn anybody. I have no doubt the committee

did what they conscientiously believed was right. I have no
doubt that when gentlemen passed the Wilson bill they voted for
what they conscientiously believed was right, and, as I said a
moment ago, voted without knowing the effect of their votes,
or their votes would never have been given for the bill.

Mr. SIMMONS. I understand the Senator to say that when
the Wilson bill was passed those who voted for it voted with-
out knowing what its effect would be. Now, the Wilson bill
was repealed three years after that. Did not those who voted
to repeal it vote knowing what they were doing?

Mr. BRADLEY. I will say to the Senator, as I said a
moment ago, that the Wilson bill has not been repealed. In
some respects it has, but in this respect it has not. As to
whether the men who voted for the repeal of portions of that
bill considered this matter I do not know, but I do know as to
the others, because I have had Democratic friends tell me that
they did not know what the effect of the Wilson bill was, or
they would not have voted for it.

Mr. SIMMONS. When I said “ repealed,” I meant to use the
word “reenacted.” When those who voted for the Dingley bill
reenacted the provision which the Senator speaks about in the
Wilson bill, did they not then act with that light which the
Senator says those who voted for the Wilson bill did not have
at the time?

Mr. BRADLEY. I repeat, Mr. President, that the Dingley
bill did not repeal this provision of the Wilson bill, nor did it
reenact it.

Mr. SIMMONS. I said “reenacted.” It would probably
have been more accurate to have said “continued” this pro-
vision of the Wilson Act.

Mr. BRADLEY. It was not necessary to reenact it, or to
continue it. It remained the law without disturbance.

Mr. TILLMAN, Then the Senator's real complaint is that
the Republicans did not repeal it, instead of the Democrats
having acted.

Mr. BRADLEY. If the Senator so understands me, he is
mistaken. That is not my complaint, Mr. President, and I am
trying very hard to make myself understood. It seems I am
making very poor progress.

Mr. TILLMAN, I understand you perfectly.

Mr. BRADLEY. The Republicans failed to reenact the
McKinley bill. Now, you ask me whether I approve of that.
I say, No; I do not. I do not approve of their failure to re-
enact the MeKinley bill any more than I approve of the Demo-
cratie party passing the Wilson bill; but if the Wilson bill had
not been enacted, no reenactment of the MeKinley bill would
have been necessary.

Mr. LODGE and Mr. BAILEY rose.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Will the Senator yield, and to
whom?

Mr. BRADLEY. I yield to the Senator from Massachusetts,

Mr. LODGE. - I merely desire to ask the Senator a question.
The distribution of blame seems to me to be unimportant. The
Senator’s statement is a most interesting one, and I have lis-
tened to the whole of it; and what I am anxious to get at is
how the removal of the internal-revenue tax on leaf tobaeco,
or, if you please, the shifting of the payment onto the con-
sumers, is going to relieve the tobacco grower from the control
of the American Tobacco Company? If it disturbs the Sen-
ator's argument to answer me now, and he will take it up later,
of course that will be perfectly satisfactory to me,

Mr. BRADLEY. I will take that up later.

Mr. BAILEY. I want to help the Senator from Kentucky,
because I happen to know something about the conditions that
exist in his State, and I happen to have a special fellowship
with those Kentuckiang. The trouble was more in the con-
struction placed upon the Wilson bill than it was in the bill
itself ; and without intending to criticise anybody, I think there
was never anything more foolish than to hold that when Con-
gress permitted a man to do a thing it required him teo do it in
person instead of permitting him to do it through an agent.

I want also to snggest, in addition to that faect, that when
the Wilson bill was passed the tobacco trust had not been or-
ganized. If it had been I have no doubt that the matter would
have been attended to more closely.

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, it may be that the construe-
tion placed upon this law by the commissioners of internal
revenue went further than it should have gone, in holding
that the farmer must himself sell and deliver his tobaeco, but
that at last was not the trouble. The trouble was that the
vendee of the farmer could not sell his tobacco without the
payment of the tax. The farmer might have sold as much as
he chose, but he was limited necessarily in the field of his
operations, because he could sell alone to consumers. The man
to whom he sold could not resell without paying the tax; and
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so far as the organization of the tobacco trust was concerned,
I say, in response to the Senator from Texas, that the American
Tobacco Company was organized in 1890, which was long be-
fore the passage of the Wilson bill.

Mr. BAILEY. The Senator from Kentucky took that state-
ment from across the aisle, and it is not true. I know, and
the Senator from Missouri [Mr. StoxE], if he were in his seat
now, would bear me witness, that the American Tobacco Com-
pany never controlled or acquired its great competitor in the
Southwest, the Liggett & Myers Tobacco Company, until long
after the Wilson bill had been passed. The American Tobacco
Company as a trading corporation may have been organized
before that. That has never been a matter of any importance,
and I have never inquired into it; but the organization of the
trust as it is now constituted occurred long after the Wilson
bill was passed, and, in my opinion, occurred after the Dingley
bill was passed.

Mr. PAYNTER. Mr. President——

Mr. BRADLEY. Will my colleague kindly wait a moment?
As to when the American Tobacco Company was organized, I
have stated, and I repeat, that it was organized in 1890. As
to when it put its varions competitors out of business, I do not
know, but I do know that the American Tobacco Company long
before 1894 formed many subsidiary companies and engaged in
manufacturing plug and smoking tobacco, and put many of its
competitors in that line out of business. That seems to have
been its favorite employment from the time of its inception up
to the time when it became absolute ruler of the markets of the
world. Long before 1894 it had proven itself with its subsidi-
ary companies a most oppressive and powerful trust. It must
not be forgotten that the regie system was in full flower long
before 1904,

Mr. SIMMONS. I understood the Senator a little while ago
to say that the farmer was in his present predicament largely
as the result of certain arrangements between the American
Tobaceo Company, which he calls * the trust,” and the Imperial
Tobaceo Company, of Great Britain, which have divided between
themselves this country and the world——

Mr. BEVERIDGE. No.

Mr. SIMMONS. A large part of the world,

Mr. LODGE. Most European countries are under govern-
mental monopoly.

Mr. SIMMONS. Those under the regia system. I understood
the Senator from Kentucky to say that the present difficulty
of the tobacco farmer in finding unmonopolized markets was
largely due to the establishment by various countries of what
he designates as the “regia system” and the agreement be-
tween a certain manufacturer's trust here and abroad. What
I desire to ask the Senator—and I ask it merely as a mattex
of information—is this: When did the Imperial Company and
the American Tobacco Company enter into this arrangement
by which they partitioned the market here and in certain other
countries, and when did these foreign countries introduce this
regia system?

Mr. BRADLEY. 1 have not the exact date. I have it among
my papers. But I assert that the troubles of the farmer could
not have come upon him but for the passage of the Wilson bill.

Mr. SIMMONS. The Senator says that the combination be-
tween our trust and the foreign trust and the establishment of
the regia system have put the farmer in his present predica-
ment. I will ask the Senator if he does not know that this
trust combination in this and in foreign countries and the
establishment of the regia system did not take place till after
the passage of the Wilson bill?

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Kentucky
yield to the Senator from Massachusetts?

Mr. BRADLEY. Certainly.

Mr. LODGE.: The government monopolies with respect to
tobacco in Europe are nothing new. As to when the arrange-
ment was made with the American Tobaeceo Company, I know
nothing, but the idea that these government monopolies are
new is a great mistake,.

Mr. SIMMONS. Will the Senator from Massachusetts fur-
nish the Senate with information as to when the American
Tobacco Company and the Imperial Company entered into this
combination?

Mr. LODGE. I do not know the date of the arrangements
which have been made.

Mr. SIMMONS. Does not the Senator know that it was after
the passage of the Wilson bill?

Mr. LODGE. The Imperial Company is not a govermment
monopoly.

Mr, SIMMONS. The Senator need not tell me that. It is
not a government monopoly. It is a private corporation, just

as the American Tobacco Company is. There is no government
monopoly in Great Britain.

Mr. LODGE. It exists in France, Italy, Spain, Russia, and
Austria certainly; I think in Germany, but I am not sure. But
at all events in all those countries it has existed for a great
many years. What I wanted to find out was when the arrange-
ment was made with those government monopolies by the
American Tobacco Company.

Mr. SIMMONS. The Senator. from Massachusetts can not
have failed to understand the inquiry. I think it is valnable
that the Senate should know when that combination was made.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I can give the Senator the date, if he
would like it.

Mr. LODGE. The Senator from Indiana no doubt has in-
formation on that point.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I can give the Senator the information, if
he wants it, :

Mr. SIMMONS. That information may be very familiar to
the Senator from Massachusetts, who happens to be possessed
of more information than some of the rest of us. But that is
no reason why we should not desire it.

Mr. BEVERIDGE, The Senator wants to know at what time
the British combination was made.

Mr. SIMMONS. I want to know that, because the Senator
has laid great stress upon that as one of the chief sources of
oppression——

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Yes.

Mr. SIMMONS (continuing). From which he is now seeking
by the amendment to relieve the tobacco farmers of his State.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. That particular campaign—the trust's
campaign in England—was begun in 1901-2, and the result
of the operations of the American Tobacco Company in the
British markets was the formation of this Imperial Tobacco
Company, which, as a matter of fact, was practically composed
of the same men and of their competitors in Great Britain.
Immediately after that another company was formed, con-
trolled by the same men in control of the American Tobacco Com-
pany and the Imperial Tobacco Company. This new company
was called “the American-British Tobacco Company,” which,
as the Senator from Kentucky has truthfully said, divided the
then remaining markets of the world. The Imperial Company
was given the exclusive trade of the United Kingdom; the
American Tobacco Company was given the exclusive trade of
this country and dependencies; the British-American Company
was given the remainder of the world. That began in 1901-2.

The American Tobacco Company itself was formed in 1890,
as the Senator from Kentucky correctly says, and in 1891, a
year after its formation, it began to broaden its field by its
process of absorption. It began by buying large plants that
manufactured plug and smoking tobaeco.

Mr. SIMMONS. I understand this process of absorption
began as soon as the trust was formed in 1890.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I do not think the trust was formed in
1800—only its foundation laid.

gb\ir. SIMMONS, It did not reach its consummation until
1 .

Mr. BEVERIDGE. That is quite right. I do not think it is
accurate to say that the trust was formed in 1890. What was
formed in 1890 was the original American Tobacco Company,
which is not the present American Tobacco Company, which
may be well called the “American Tobacco Company No. 2, and
is known as the “ftrust.” The original American Tobacco
Company, formed in 1880, had at its inception a practical
monopoly of cigarettes, and so vast were its profits that it de-
termined to prosecute the policy it has since followed of buying
up manufacturing plants in other branches, beginning with
plug and smoking tobacco.

This went on until 1908, when it had formed the Continental
Tobacco Company, absorbed the Union Tobacco Company, and
developed the tremendous combination known as the * trust.”
It has gone right on since then. But the question you asked
about—its British operations—was 1901 and 1902.

Mr. BRADLEY. I did not say that the tobacco trust was
formed in 1890.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. No.

Mr. BRADLEY. I said the American Tobacco Company en-
tered the commercial world in 1880——

Mr. BEVERIDGE. That is right.

Mr. BRADLEY (continuing). Under the innocent guise of a
manufacturer of cigarettes, with a capital of $25,000,000, and
proceeded at once to swallow its competitors.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. That is right.

Mr. BRADLEY. Now, as to when this contract was made
with the Imperial Company, is wholly immaterial. It may
lhave been made, and doubtless was made, after the passage of
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the Wilson bill. But that does not break the force of what I
have said when I say that by reason of the Wilson bill being
upon the statute book the farmers of this country were unable
to protect themselves, whereas had the McKinley bill remained
they could have protected themselves against this combine.

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President, I stated that the tobacco trust
was formed after the Wilson bill had passed, and, in my opinion,
after the Dingley bill had passed. I have in my hand a very
interesting velume called ** The Truth About the Trusts,” handed
me by a Senator, and I find in it the statement that the tobaceo
trust was incorporated at Trenton, N. J., under New Jersey
laws, in June, 1901, That is the tobacco trust. That there was
earlier than that a consolidation of certain companies is true,
but it is likewise true that that comsolidation up to that time
neither in the case of tobacco nor in any other case, except, per-
haps, in the ease of the oil companies, had proceeded to such
extent as to especially arrest the attention of \Congress and of
legislatures.

I simply wanted to be accurate; and I also wanted to turn
the discussion from a political aspect, because I am anxious to
see the Senator from Kentucky and his colleague, represent-
ing, as they do, different political parties, poll a practically
united vote in behalf of this motion.

Mr. BRADLEY. I have been trying to do that, and hope to
succeed.

Mr. PAYNTER. Mr. President——

Mr. BRADLEY. I yield to my colleague.

Mr, PAYNTHR. Mr. President, I do not rise to express any
difference with my colleague upon this guestion, neither do I
have any difference with him as to what should be the effect
of the legislation sought. The Senator from Texas has given
the date of the organization of the American tebacco trust.
After that time it began its aggressions against and absorptions
of the competing plants. This took place after the passage of the
Wilson bill and after the passage of the Dingley bill. At the
time these bills were passed no one in Congress anticipated
that the tobacce trust would be created and, of eourse, the dire
results that were to follow. It was asked a moment ago—and
that was the reason why I rose—when it began its eampaign
in Great Britain. It was in 1902, and by a reference to a speech
which I delivered on the 13th of May, it will be seen the first
step it took was to offer its customers about a million dollars |
yearly to induce them to buy tobacco from it. It created such
terror in the minds of competing concerns that they were forced
to agree to the terms to which reference has already been made.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. The date of the organization of the
so-called * tobaceo trust,” under the laws of New Jersey, given
by Moody as being in June, 1901, was in reality the date of
the incorporation of what was ealled the “ Consolidated Tobacco
Company.” The Consolidated Tobacco Company was purely a
“ holding company,” such as the Northern Securities Company
was in the matter of railroads. The Consolidated Tobacco Com-
pany took over the Ameriean Tobaeco Company and the Con-
tinental Company. Both were controlled by the same men as
was the *holding company.” That might be accurate, so far
as Moody is concerned, as stating the date of the company’s
formation. But the whole process up to that time, as to the
absorption and control of the tobaceco market, had gone on
under the name and, in fact, under the power of the American
Tobacco Company and its affiliated concern, the Continental.
The trust really existed in as bad a form, for practical pur-
poses, years before the * Consolidated ™ as it does to-day.

In 1904 or 1905 the American Tobacco Company No. 2 took
over all the business of the Continental Company and of the
old Ameriean Company, and the “ Consolidated ” Company was
dissolved. It was merely as a holding company.

The Consolidated Tobacco Company dissolved in order to es-
cape the effect of the decision of the Supreme Court in the
Northern Securities case, and then, I believe it was abont 1904
or 1905, the American Tobacco Company took over all of the
business of the Continental and of the old American and of the
Consolidated which succeeded it.

Mr. BRADLEY. As I said a moment ago, it is entirely im-
material so far as this discussion is concerned as to when this
combination took place. The gquestion is, What was the law at
the time those combinations took place?

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President——

Mr. BRADLEY. I shall decline to yield any further.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Kentucky de-
clines to yield further.

Mr. BRADLEY. I wish to proceed now with what I have to
sAY.

As I said a_moment ago, one of the objections that has been
made is, so far as these four bills were concerned, that the law

would be open to the commission of fraud. I want to eall
attention to this fact.

With the existing law requiring stamps representing the pay-
ment of the 6 cents tax to be affixed upon each package of manu-
factured tobaceo and providing severe punishment for a failure
so to attach them; fixing the weight and requiring stamps to
be affixed to each box or package of cigars or cigarettes, rep-
resenting the payment of the 6 cents tax, with the proper pre-
cantions for the destruction or cancellation of such stamps; the
law requiring the registry of each manufactory and regular
reports of inventory, of which the collector is reguired to keep
a record; and the reenactment of the provision of the McKinley
bill, which enabled the tracing of leaf sales, it seems to me it pro-
vides against the commission of fraud as well as human in-
genuity can provide against it; and such provision relieves the
bill of the objection of Secretary Cortelyou and the Acting Com-
missioner and the Commissioner of Internal Revenue in regard
to the absence of any rule which provided for the “ means of
tracing leaf sales.” Of course frauds will be committed under
this bill in whatever form it may be passed.

I wish to call the attention of Senators to another fact. The
MeKinley law remained in force for more than three years, and
I affirm that during all that time it can net be found that a
single officer of the Government ever reported that there was an
increase of fraud by reason of the passage of the McKinley law.
On the hearings which took place before the Ways and Means
Committee having in charge the Wilson bill, in 1804, there was
not one iota of proof in regard to the increase of frauds under
the MecKinley law.

You will be told that the Commissioner of Internal Revenue,
in 1802, speaks of the decrease of revenue under the McKinley
bill. This is true, and here is what he says:

The decrease of collections for the last fiscal Tyear. as compared with
those for the previous fiscal year, was $1,795,777.90.

But in the very next sentence he states the reason why:
This is due to the reduction by the act of October 1, 18800—
The McKinley bill—

of the tax on snufl, chewing and snoking tobacco,
stnsceutsperfoud, and to the of spe
tobacce, May 1, 1891.

I affirm that an examination of statistics will show that the
chief decrease was by reason of the redunction from 8 cents to
6 cents, and not by reason of the repeal of special taxes so far
as leaf is concerned. y

Here we have the authority of the commissioner that the in-
creased sale of leaf tobacco did not alone cause the decrease,
but that it was caused by a variety of agencies, chief of which,
I have aflirmed, was the reduction of the tax from 8 to 6 cents
per pound.

The purpose of the amendment is in substance and effect to
reenact the McKinley bill, and if that bill operated well for
three years, both as to fraund and revenue, as I have shown,
there can be no reason why it would operate otherwise now.
This is the most conclusive argument that can possibly be made
in favor of the proposed amendment, for that which experience
has shown both safe and sound may be risked with the expecta-
tion that the future will prove what the past has demonstrated.

The letter of Commissioner Capers is based upon the same
proposition as those of the Secretary of the Treasury and the
acting commissioner, that the *“ means of tracing leaf sales™ did
not exist.

But suppose that all these apprehended frauds upon the
revenue should be committed, suppose we are wrong in saying
that they have been provided against, T ask the Senate what
are the commission of those frauds against the Government
when compared to the ecommission of frauds upon the people?
Is it not better that the Government should lose a ecompara-
tively small amount than that a large number of its citizens
should be made paunpers? Is it not better that the petty thief
here and there should escape with his Iittle plunder than that a
giant ecorporation should escape with millions filched from the
suffering poor?

Commissioner Yerkes states that in the event this tobaceo is
twisted it will reduce the revenue in the meighborhood of
$750,000 annually. The law proposed, Mr. President and
Senators, does not even ask for so slight a concession as that.
The law proposed only asks that the farmer shall sell his
tobaecco “in hand ” and that his vendee shall so sell it. “ In the
hand” means the leaves are simply stripped from the stalks
and a leaf is tied around the upper ends of a number of leaves
for the purpose of curing them; and every man knows to-
bacco can not be so readily sold arranged in that way as when
it is placed in the more convenient shape of a twist.

January 1, 18901, from
cial taxes telntfnx to
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Here is what Commissioner Yerkes said to Chairman Dar-
zELL in a letter:

Allow me to say, first, that so far as the effect npon the revenue is
concerned, should this proposed bill be enacted, it impossible to
make an accurate, definite statement. To the extent that leaf tobacco
in the *“hand” displaces manufactured tobacco, both chewing and
smoking, the revenue will be decreased, as in this way tobacco paying
no tax will displace tobacco &aying G cents per pound in its manu-
factured condition. I am of the opinion that the decrease of revenue
will be comparatively small.

Then Mr. Yerkes was brought before the Committee on Ways
and Means, and he testified as follows:

I do not think it would materially injure the revenue of the Gov-
ernment. I do not think it would materially affect the proper enforce-
ment of the revenue law, and I believe it would give large relief to the
tobaceco grower,

Mr. BEVERIDGII. I was just going to call the Senator’s at-
tention to the fact that even if it were conceded that this small
amount of revenue would be lost to the Government, still the
amendment which I have on another phase of this same ques-
tion would supply the Government unguestionably and accu-
rately with over $21,000,000.

Of course the trust does not want the Senator’s amendment,
because it would weaken the trust's control of the leaf market.
Neither does it want my amendment, because that would pre-
vent it from putting into its pockets the money it once collected
for the Government and which it now still collects and keeps
for itself.

The point which I am making in aid of the Senator's argu-
ment is that even if it were conceded, which I think it is not,
that there would be some slight loss to the revenues, an incon-
giderable amount, still the amendment which I have proposed
would furnish the Government with more than $21,000,000. That
makes up several hundred or several thousand per cent of the
loss caused by the Senator's amendment, even if there was any.

Mr. BRADLEY. But upon the percentage of loss under the
act of 1871, when the provisions and safeguards that now exist
did not exist, it is estimated that this measure would cost the
Government of the United States $3,000,000. The total loss
from all sources under the McKinley bill for 1892 was only
$1,795,000, hence it is impossible that we shall now suffer a
loss of $3,000,000. But suppose the loss would reach $3,000,000,
what is this smn of money in comparison to the crippling of a
great industry, for as surely as the sun shines, if conditions are
continued, they will lead to its destruction in Kentucky.

What is this sum of money as compared with the happiness
and well-being of more than a million people? What is this
sum of money when compared with the failure of a great Goy-
ernment to protect its people from injustice and pillage? Goy-
ernments are not constituted alone for revenue. No such sordid
basis of government exists. They are instituted, above all
things, for the protection of life and liberty and the equal dis-
tribution of justice. Revenue is merely a secondary considera-
tion and can always be found by some method rather than
binding a large body of people hand and foot and turning them
over to a rapacious trust.

There are many ways in which revenue may be supplied, one
of which the distinguished Senator from Indiana [Mr. Bev-
ERIDGE] has alluded to, and I call attention to some others.

The proper increase of the tariff on Turkish tobacco, which
comes from a country which will not allow the import of our
tobacco under any circumstances, will produce one million and
a half dollars more than it now produces. Which is better,
that we should deny justice to our own people, or collect revenue
from the haughty, ignorant, and intolerant Turk?

A tax of 1% cents per pound on jute and jute butts, the
product of ignorant and degraded laborers paid 5 cents per day,
which competes with American labor paid $1.50 per day, which
now does not yield a single cent of revenue to our Government,
would produce $3,600, ,000 more than the highest and
most extravagant estimate that has been made by reason of
loss under this amendment.

Shall we abandon our own people in the hour of extremity
;)rb collect a tariff on articles produced by degraded foreign
abor?

Mr. President, T stand for my own country against all other
countries, for the American home and fireside against the homes
and firesides of all the remainder of the world, and for my own
people against all other people.

But we are asked, Why should you allow the farmer, his
vendee, and others to sell without payment of taxes, and then
collect 6 cents a pound from the manufacturer? I might ask,
‘What justice is there in collecting a tax from the sale of beer,
when there is no tax on hops, barley, or other things that make
it? I might ask, What justice there is in collecting a tax on
spirits, when there is no tax on corn, rye, or wheat that enter
into its manufacture? We must remember, Mr, President,

that by manufacturing the value of the original article is very
much increased. One pound of natural leaf will make nearly
13 pounds of manufactured plug.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. That is quite a difference.

Mr, BRADLEY. Yes; it is on account of the licorice and
other things. That manufactured plug sells, I believe, at from
40 cents to $1 per pound, an average of 70 cents a pound.

Yet in selling a pound and a balf they sell only 1 pound of
tobacco, and they get an average price of 70 cents per pound,
when the farmer's vendee can not sell that tobacco with the tax
taken off of it for more than 20 cents, if that much. So the
manufacturer gets more than three times as much for 1 pound
of tobacco as the farmer.

Now, take smoking tobacco. It costs only 1 cent a pound to
manufacture smoking tobacco. It sells at from 25 to 80 cents
per pound, an average of 524 cents, Thus it appears that even
smoking tobacco with 1 cent of labor bestowed on the pound
gells for nearly three times as much per pound as 1 pound of
natural leaf.

I ask what injustice is there in protecting the farmer to this
small extent? You charge & tax to the manufacturer who in a
few days, comparatively, makes his tobaeco, while it takes the
farmer thirteen months to cure his crop of tobacco. What harm
is there in giving some protection to the sweat of the farmer's
brow as against the art, the ingenuity, and frequently the decep-
tion of the manufacturer?

The amendment that I offer in plain terms allows the farmer
and all others to sell unstemmed natural leaf without the pay-
ment of any tax. The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
Lopbce] asked me awhile ago, and I regret that he is not in the
Senate now, to show him_ how the taking off of this tax will
benefit the farmer. As it is, the farmer has no bidders except
those who are in eollusion, unless he delays the sale of his
tobacco until absolute necessity forces a fair price. He is left
to-day in this circumseribed condition. He must keep his to-
baceo for years and pay all expense of storage and all it re-
quires to raise and cure it without any return.

But the moment that this law passes the farmer will have a
market. To-day he can not even sell his tobacco in exchange
for merchandise at the couniry store because the merchant
must pay the tax before he ean resell it. But pass this law and
the farmer can sell his leaf tobacco from one end of the country
to the other to the merchant and the middleman, who will sell
to the consumer, and in this way the farmer's market will be
increased a hundredfold above what it is to-day.

Take the negro on the cotton plantations of the South. There
is not one of them who does not prefer the natural leaf tobacco
on account of its strength, on account of its flavor, and on ac-
count of its cheapness. Take the poorer grade of whites
throughout the country and you will find the same thing, in
a considerable degree, to exist. Whenever you lift the em-
bargo, whenever you give freedom to the farmer of this coun-
try in the sale of his leaf tobacco, you will give him a market
which will relieve him from the coils of the commercial boa
constrictor that is now crushing out his life, and not only so, but
you will benefit the consumer, who will no longer be forced to
buy the high-priced tobacco.

I wish you to bear in mind, Senators, that there are protests
here from all over the country—from the cigar makers and the
so-called * independent” manufacturers—against this amend-
ment. Who are these so-called “ independent” manufacturers?
Do you suppose that this great combine, before which multi-
millionaires have trembled and begged for merey, would allow
a single one of these comparatively insignificant manufactories
to exist, unless it agrees to act in harmony with it? They are
the helpless Trilbys of the trust, that sing or remain silent at
its command.

The cigar makers say they will be injured. I say no. Why?
Because the people who will use this leaf tobacco are not able
to buy cigars and do not buy cigars, and, whether this law
passes or not, will not buy cigars. Therefore the cigar maker
is not in any way affected.

I have listened during this session, Mr. President, to eloquent
pleas by Senators from different sections of the country in be-
half of the workingman. Time after time we have been told
that the Republican party in its platform provided that the
workingman should be protected, and that the producer and
manufacturer should have a reasonable profit as well. I very
frankly admit that I am in sympathy with that sort of doctrine,
but while it is proper to extend the shield of protection over the
workingman in the factory, in the forest, in the mine, to protect
our people from foreign labor abroad, it is even more necessary
to protect them at home from the greed of a rapacious trust
that has dishonored and robbed American labor and humilinted
American manhood.
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We ‘have been reminded of industries where 50,000, 10,000,
5,000 men were employed. I appeal to you to-day in behalf
of an industry which in the State of Kentucky alone involves
80,000 laborers, and, eounting the farmers, the wives, and the
children of the producers and laborers, involves the happiness
of 400,000 people.

I have voted in every instance for ‘the protection Senators

Thave asked for their people. I am a protectionist, and I believe

it is not only right, but to the interest of the -whole country.
Now, I ask you, my friends, and those of you who have ap-
pealed to:me to protect your people, will you protect mine? Are
von teally in earnest, and will you practice the teachings of the
golden rule—*do unto others as you would have them do unt:
yon? 1] .

I appeal to you Senators in behalf of hundreds of thousands
of Americans who have been stricken down by the ponderous
mace of an all-powerful trust. I appeal for homes now in
‘squalid poverty where once wholesome plenty reigned; for
homes now dark and silent which once resounded with the
dnnocent prattle and ringing laughter of happy children, ‘who,
with smiling mothers, in the -eventide welcomed the weary
toilers home. I appeal to you in the mame of justice, which,
with blinded eyes and steady hand, holds the evenly balanced
scales in which sooner or later all will be weighed ; and I not
.only appeal, but I demand justice for my people. In the hour
of the Nation's extremity they answered its every call, and now
they demand, in their extremity, that the Nation which many
of their kindred died to save shall answertheirs.

If this eall shall -go unheeded, we have the satisfaction at
Jeast of knowing that there -will come a time when our oppres-
sors shall be weighed in the balanees by a great and all-power-
ful God, whose judgment will be, “Thou art weighed in the
‘balances and art found wanting.”

Mr, CORAWFORD. Before the Senator from Kentucky takes
‘his seat, I wish to ‘suggest a question. It is whether the posi-
tion .of the ‘Senator does not really involve the removal entirely
of the internal-revenue tax from leaf toebacco, in order to make
4t effective? For instance, if you find it necessary to include
the vendee of the farmer, will it not also be necessary ‘to pro-
tect that vendee by extending it beyond him, or you will come
up against a stone wall?

Mr. BRADLEY. Certainly; the object is to make it free in
‘the hands of everybody after the farmer sells it, unless it is
manufa .

Mr. BRISTOW. Mr. President, I should like to have the ex-
<tract which I send to the desk from the Wall Street Journal
read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, Braxpeeee in the chair).
Without objection, the Secretary will read as requested.

The Secretary read as follows:

[The Wall Street Journal, April 22, 1909.]

-AMERICAN SUGAR REFINING'S REMARKABLE DIVIDEND RECORD—IN EIGHT-
EEN AND ‘A HALF YEARS HAS RETURNED TO ITS SECURITY HOLDERS MORE
THAN ‘$132,000,000—COMMON STOCK IN THAT TIME HAS PAID 1753
PER CENT TN DIVIDENDS AND PREFERRED STOCE 1004 PER CENT—EACH
CLASS OF STOCK INCREASED FRoM $25,000,000 T0 $45,000,000—UxDER
FAVORABLE TARIFF BEVISION AND BETTER PRICES, THIS YEAR WILL MAKE
BETTER SHOWING THAN 1908,

During the eighteen and one-half years of ‘fts corporate existence the
American Bugar Refining Company has returned 7 f" cent per annum
to the holders of its pnierrod stoek and a total of 1753 per cent to the
holders of the common stock. This is.a record that it would be hard to

- parallel, the more so because the company has not paid dividends at the

-expense of its working capital or made disbursements which prevented

it from going ahead with replacement work.

In the ten years from 1891 to 1902 the amount of common stock was

increased from ‘§25,000,000 to ‘$45,000,000, and sinee that time there
has been no change, nor any variation from the dividend rate of 7 per

cent per annum.
The following table shows the rate.and amount paid each year sinee
the company's organization :

‘Btoek out-
standing.

Dividends
paid.
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Mr. BRISTOW. Mr. President, as an evidence of who were
the real parties in interest in the failure of the Senate to re-
move the provision relating to the Duteh standard from the
pending ‘tariff bill, T wish to say thatf, after the vote was
taken yesterday, the stock of the American Sugar Refining
Company went up five-eighths. I now desire to have the
grticle lread which T send to the desk, from the Wall Street

ournal.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the Secre-
tary will read the article as requested.

The Secretary read as follows:

BUGAR DIEECTORS AND THE 'PUBLIC.

There ‘are certain officlals of the sugar company who must have been
aware, from the fact that they were buylng lmported sugar at one
welght and paying duty on it at a lower one, that some irregular prac-
tice was on. They might have been decelved if the matter had
resulted from occasional unavoidable mistakes, but a uniform dis-
crepancy was go patently a fraud that every official who had the han-
dli these figures became a party to the crime.

There are three directors of the American Sugar Refining Comp.
who joined the board within the past two years, and it may be allow
that they are not in any t measure responsible for the conditions
they found. The name of one other director first a rs in the list
of officers published with the report for 1905. President H. O. Have-
meyer is dead and L. er retired, but there are five other
directors whose names appear from year to year during part or all of
the time covered by the frauds,

Follmwininthe-exeallent rineciple of the law, this newspaper assumes
every man innocent until he is proved guilty. It does, however, recog-
nize that a man of honor does not care to have his name remain under
a cloud. It is no excuse in law or morals to suggest that some of these
directors dld not direct. Two of them, at least, have become, respec-
tively, the president and the vice-president of the company since 1I. O.
Havemeyer's death; and the other three are men of equal position and
wtanding in the financial onmmu:nlt{. They can not, ‘as men of ordi-
Nary common sense, ninose that the world will belleve that a small
band of subordinate employees, receiving salaries of not more than §30
n week each, at the outside, 1d, among th Ives, organize a plot to
?ut upward of two millions of the public’s money into the pockets of

he American Sugar Refin Company out of sheer altruism.

The supposition is absurd, and it

equally absurd to suPpose that
the existence and method of this peculinrlf dastardly swindle was not
known in quarters much more exalted. Public opinion will ecertainky
not be satisfied with the punishment of one or two of the sugar com-
pany's weighers, or even a couple of eustoms officers, who mlﬁht, quite
easily, have lost their positions had they carried their suspicions past
their .immediate 'superiors. .As men of the most elementary personal
and commereclal honor, the responsibility of handing over the real
f\rlmhlnls rests WR':%J;}LM c‘-greetors throhn h“t'se upont tthe?: boarrt.ll_ otThthz
Sugar . : 8

nz?srg;ldent. W. B. ma?&vl:g&- Axggnr Dong:: ;3 John
Parsons, J. ‘Mayer, C. H. Senff.

AMr. BRISTOW. Mr. President, I take it for granted that the
Senate has probably heard -all of the sugar discussion that it
desires to hear at this time, so I:shall mot offer any additional
amendments to this paragraph now; but when the bill reaches
the Senate I hope to have some amendments to offer, and I hope
then to be able to induce the Senate to change the provisions
of this paragraph.

Mr. ALDRICH. T ask that the paragraph be agreed to.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Rhode
Island asks that paragraph 213 be now adopted.

Ar. McOUMBER. Before the adoption of the paragraph, I
ask to have reada letter which I have received from home. T
only want to say that in ‘the western part of North Dakota,
where we have irrigation projects, and all along the Missouri,
we have, perhaps, better soil and climate for the production of
beets, and conseguently for a valuable beet industry, than can
be found in any other place in the United States. This letter
bears upon that subjeet, and gives the view of those people who
have farms and who live mear these irrigation projects. T -ask
that the letter may be read and printed in the Recorp. It will
speak for itself.

‘The PRESIDING OFFICER. In the absence of objection,
the Becretary will read the letter,

The Secretary read as follows:

WiILLisTON LAxD COMPANY,

Williston, N. Dak., May 17, 1909.

Hon. P. J. McCUMBER,
Washington, D. C.

'Prar 8m: 1 am advised that discussion of the sugar tariff will come
before Congress shortly and that action detrimental to the sugar-beet in-
terests of the country may possibly result. In view of the fact that we are
to have a beet-sugar factory at Williston in the near future, and the fur-
ther fact that the snecess of the Williston and Buford-Trenton frrigation

rojects, as well as all projects which may hereafter be installed in
R!ort_h Dakota, will depend largely upon the sugar-beet industry, I deem
it advisable to bring the matter to your attention. A mumber of our
farmers are growing small tracts of beets this season under the ditch,
and they are all working industriously to have the factory built next
season. HRepresentatives of the beet-sugar company have looked the

ound over ‘several times and are willing to invest thelr money in a
gebury. in ‘the ‘belief that it will supply rmctlm”_\' the entive sugar de-
mand of North Dakota, Should the existing protection to the sugar-
beet industry be removed or reduced, however, it is anore than likely
they would abandon, or, at least, }ndeﬁnllelycdﬂosumne. their present
plans. The same situation -exists in many ‘sectlons of the West, espe-
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cially those dependent u Irrigation.
Buchygmt nndp;;ro ?0 ortance to the lleveiqpment and pmsgertty
of the entive country that it mupst necessarily be given due consid

tion before removing er reducing the protection afforded it by existing |

tariff laws. ;f
Yery truly, yours, . JosErm W. JAcEsoN.

is of |

Mr. CURTIS. I ask to have printed in the Rrcorp an affi- |

davit of the president of the United States Sugar and Land
Company, who have a plant established at Garden City, Kans.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to :the Te-
quest of the Senater from Kansas? The Chair hears none, and
permission is granted.
The paper referred to is as J‘;o]]ows:

S7aTE OF Coronrapo, County of Bl Paso, 8

I, Charles M. MacNeill, being first &uty sworn accordlntf to lawt,atcg

m;r oath deﬁa and say that 1 am the president of
bgﬁar and Land Company ; that said compan dy is a corporation organ-
mnder the laws of the Btate of Colorado and is engaged in the
business of manufaeturing beet ; that the factory of as.ld com-
pany is located at Garden City, the State of EKansas; that the
American Sugar Refining Company is not directly or mﬂked.ly inter-
ested in said the United States Bngar anfl Land Company etther ns a
stockholder or otherwise; that said the United States Bugar and Land
Company is wholly and entirely lmdependent of the Ameriean Sungar
Refining Company ; the directors of the United States Sugar and
Land Company are all residents of the State of Colorado, and that
practically all of the stock of the United Btates Bngar and Land Com-
pany is owned and held by citlxens of Colorado, an
stock, as affiant helteves. beld er owned by any person connected
directly or indirectly with the American Bn,gnr RaﬂninElC&mékm
ACNEILL.

Sul);lclr}bed and swern to before me, Mary L. Richardson, this 17th
o ny. i

SEAL.] Mairy L. RICHARDSOX,

Notary Public.
My commission expires January 11, 1911,

Mr. ALDRICH. I ask that paragraph 218 be agreed to.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, paragraph 213
is agreed to.

Mr. GORE. Mr, President, is that the sugar paragraph?

The VICE-PRESIDENT. That is the first sugar paragraph.

Mr. GORE. Does it include the duty of a dollar and ninety
cents on refined sugar?

The VICE-PRESIDENT. It does.

Mr. GORE. I want to offer an amendment to that paragraph.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment proposed by the
Benator from Oklahoma will be stated.

Mr, GORE. The amendment I propose is, on page 73, line 8,
after the word “refining,” to strike out all that follows down
to the words “1 cent per pound,” so that the proposed duty on
refined ‘sugar will be 1 eent per pound..

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Secretary will state the amend-
ment,

The SECRETARY. On page 73, line 8, after the word “ refin-
ing,” it is proposed to strike out “one cent and ninety one-
hundredths of.”

Mr. GORE. Only a word, Mr. President. I wish to say,
first, that if the Senate, through any sudden burst of virtue or
patriotism, should adopt this amendment, I should, of course,
follow it with another motion to conform the dnfy on raw sugar
and the differential to this reduction. I kmow that a great
many Senators are devoted to the differential, and I shounld
propose to harmonize the entire paragraph as between raw
‘sugar and refined sugar.

The reason that I submit this motion ds this: T know full well
that it will not pass; I know that no motion to make a sub-
stantial reduetion on sugar, or on any other necessary of life,
can possibly prevail in this SBenate; but I am mnwilling for this
schedule to be adopted without, at Jeast, a motion being made
to bring about such a substantial reduction. ‘The motions for
reductions hitherto preposed have not been substantial; and if
they had been adopted, there would have been no material re-
lief brought to the people and to the censumers of this eountry.

Mr. Presideant, in my judgment, unless the people of this
eountry can purchase the necessaries of life cheaper after this
measure has passed than they could purchase those necessaries
before this measure had passed, all our revision is in vain. The
only object which anyone could have in revising the tariff is to
reduce the price of necessary articles to the purchasers and to
the people of this country.

Sir, what is the reduction proposed by the Senate and by the
House? The present rate of duty on refined sugar is $1.95 per
hundred pounds. The House generously reduced that to $1.90
per hundred pounds, and the Senate, sharing the generosity of
the House, has proposed the same munificent reduction ; so that,
after this measure has been approved, the duty on refined sugar
will be §1.90 per hundred pounds instead of the enerous and
burdensome duty of $1.95 per hundred. What does that redue-
tion mean? It means a reduction of one-twentieth .of 1 cent a
pound on refined sugar.

that mone of said |

In ether words, swhen the laboring man .

in this eity has consumed 20 pounds of sugar he has saved 1
penny by virtee of this reduction, and is enabled to enjoy the
luxury of -one copy of the Washington Evening Times—and, by
the way, I think he eught to purchase that paper and read
about the iniguities of the sugar trust and how this Congress
is laboring to alleviate his burden.

It means mere than that; it means that when fthe washer-
swoman of this city has .cconsumed 100 pounds of sugar she has
saved the splendid sum of 5 cents—one nickel, one picayune—
she has saved the price of a bar of sonp; and she can read in
these prieces the generous help and assistance vouchsafed to her
by the revision of the tariff!

Mr. President, it means more than that; it means that swhen
the President of the United States has devounred his weight in
sugar he hag saved the price of a shave. [Laughter.] When
the President consumes 300 pounds of sugar, sir, he has saved
15 cents.

That may be the meaning of the Republican platform when
it promised tariff revision; that may have been ihe meaning of
the President of the TUnited States when he pledged himself
to & revision dewnward; and that may be the purpose for which
this Congress was convened in extraordinary session—to indulge
in ‘a peany for 20 pounds, a picnyune for 100 pounds, 15 cents
for 800 pounds of revision, and §1 a ton. If that be the purpese,
and if that be the object of this extraerdinary session, then
this Congress .ought to be branded and it ought to go down in
history bearing the title of Shakespeare’s comedy, * Much
Ade Abont Nothing.”

8ir, I do not believe that the reduction proposed swould mate-
rially reduce ihe revenues of this country; and if it should, we
still have recourse to the income tax. We still have an oppor-
tunity to levy the burdens of this country upon the -wealth of
the rich instead of upon the wants of the poor. But the reduc-
tion itself would not -of necessity reduce our revenues. Let us
see, What is England's eustoms tariff upen sugar? On sugar
net 76° polarization the duty is 20 cents per hundred
pounds, ours 95 cents; on sugar exceeding 98° of polarization
the English duty is 44 cents per hundred pounds, whereas our
tariff is $1.95 per hundred pounds. In other words, the Ameri-
can rate is more than four times the English rate; and yet,
while England imports only three-fourths as much sugar as we
import, with a tariff rate only one-fourth of ours, she raised
$£33,000,000 in 1907, whereas we in the United States raised
$60,000,000 with a tariff rate four times the English rate.

So I imsist that even with this reduction of rate there would
not be a substantial reduction in the revenues of this country,
and in order that we should not adjourn and allow it to be said
that not even a motion was made 1o bring about a reduction
that the people conld feel, I have submitted this amendment.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The guestion is on agreeing to the
gmcndmmt submitted by the Semator from OEklahoma [Mr.

ORE].

Mr, ALDRICH. I ask for a vote by yeas and nays on the
amendment.

The yeas and nays were

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Let
President.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Becretary will again state the
amendment, on which fhe yeas and nays have been ordered.

The SecreErTaRY. On page 73, lines 8 and 9, strike out the
words “.one eent and ninety one-hundredths of,” so that it will
read:

Refining, 1 cent per pound.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Secretary will £all the roll

Mr. BACON. Mr. President——

The Secretary proceefded to call the roll, and Mr. Arorrcm
respended fo his mame,

Mr. BACON. Mr. President, T addressed the Chair before the
clerk ealled a name, and T shall again protest, and I wish 1o do
it in the most emphatic manner, against the habit of the elerk
in ecalling the first name on the roll when a Senator is on the
floor; and if mo other means will .correct it, Mr. President, I
shall ask that .our business be suspended and that that matter
be dealt with. Ii isthe.constant practice of the clerk to do that
thing—TI have called aitention to it before—and it is an abuse
of the position.

Mr. President, this is no slight matter.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. May the Chair make a statement,

please?
Certainly.

the amendment be stated, Mr.

Mr. BATON.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Chair had already «directed the
clerk to call the rall. The Chair had not seem the Senator rise.
As fhe Chair had directed the clerk, the Chair thinks he is more
at faunlt fthan fhe clerk in this case.
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Mr. BACON. Mr. President, it is a matter of constant griev-
ance, and for that reason I speak earnestly about it. I wish to
illustrate the way in which this practice on the part of the clerk
can work hardship in the Senate. Of course the rule is that
after there has been a response no other business is in order
and nobody can be heard; but if a Senator is on the floor at the
time, and the clerk knows the fact, it is his business to suspend,
end not to call the first name on the roll until the Senator can
say what he desires to say in addressing the Chair.

I will go further, Mr. President, and say that it is the duty of
the clerk, when the Chair has submitted a matter to the Senate,
to wait to see whether anybody desires to say anything before
he ealls the first name.

Mr. HALE., Mr. President—

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Georgia
yield to the Senator from Maine?

Mr. HALE. The Senator in that statement is investing the
clerk with a power and a discretion where he has none whatever,
1t is not the business of the clerk to watch and see if a Senator
is on the floor; the clerk has nothing whatever to do with recog-
nition. If a Senator rising has not been seen by the Chair and
has not been recognized by the Chair, and the Chair hag given
the direction to the clerk to proceed with the ecalling of the
roll, there is but one thing that the clerk can do, and that is
to call the first name on the roll. The Senator can not for a
moment maintain his position that it is the business of the
clerk to be looking about to see if a Senator rises. He has
nothing whatever to do with that; and the Chair is entirely
right that, if there is any fault in the case, it is with the Chair
and not with the clerk. When the Chair directs the clerk to
call the roll, there is no discretion whatever left in the clerk.
If a dozen Senators rise, he has nothing to do with that, but
is to carry out the edict, the direction, of the Chair. The Sen-
ator must see that he is entirely wrong when he says that the
clerk should watch and not commence the roll call.

Mr, BACON, Mr. President, I have listened to the honorable
Senator with great patience, although he interrupted me with-
out asking my consent that he should do so. I have heard him
through to the end, and now I propose to reply, if he will per-
mit me, in my own time.

Mr. HALE. Mr. President——

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Georgia
yield to the Senator from Maine?

Mr. BACON. No; I will not at the present time.

Mr, HALE. Then, I can not get the floor, of course.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Georgia declines
to yield.

Mr. BACON. I do, for the present.

Mr. President, I do not make any such contention as that
which the Senator from Maine [Mr. Haie] suggests is the one
I have made. I do not contend that it is the place of the
clerk to watch; but I do contend that it is the place of the
clerk, after he receives the direction from the Chair, at least
to pause long enough for any Senator who desires to address
the Chair to have an opportunity to do so.

As this matter comes up, I am going to make a practical ap-
plication of it. I quite agree with the Senator from Maine
that it is none of the clerk’'s business to be taking part in
what may be the proceedings of the Senate other "than that
which strictly belongs to his office; but I say also, in this con-
nection, it is not the place of the clerk to call a name with the
view and with the purpose to cut off Senators. That is what I
am talking about. The clerk is not there as the representa-
tive of a party or as the representative of any Senator on this
floor. He is there to do his duty as an officer of the body,
without regard to party or without regard to the wishes of
particular Senators.

Mr, President, I did not know that I should ever say this;
but, as the Senator challenges me, I will gsay that I have seen,
and other Senators have seen, on this floor in the last session
upon a memorable occasion, when that action of the clerk was
taken advantage of to make it operate as a cldture in this Sen-
ate; and I have good authority—or, rather, I will not put it in
that way, although I might do so, but I will say I have good
reason to believe, and if my belief is challenged, I will en-
deavor to furnish the proof—that it was done with the knowl-
edge of the fact that that was the intent and purpose. I refer
to the ocecasion when the Senator from Wisconsin [AMr. LA For-
rerre] had addressed the Chair at some length, and when the
Senator from Missouri [Mr, StoNe] was intending to address
the Senate, and when the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Gogrg]
had addressed the Senate, and before opportunity for anybody
to be heard in addressing the Chair, the clerk hurriedly called
the first name on the roll. The name of the Senator from
Rhode Island is the first upon the list and, of course, he can

answer with promptitude. In that way cléture was then ef-
fected, and can be had in the Senate, when there is no intention
on the part of the Senate, under its rules, that the roll call shall
be used for any such purpose.

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President——

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the -Senator from Georgia
yield to the Senator from Rhode Island?

Mr. BACON. I do.

Mr. ALDRICH. I assume that it is my constitutional prerog-
ative to answer to my name when it is called?

Mr. BACON. Exactly.

Mr. ALDRICH. And I intend to exercise that right, without
suggestions to the contrary from anybody.

Mr. BACON. Yes, indeed; I have no doubt of that, and I
intend to exercise my constitutional right to say that the Sena-
tor from Rhode Island and the clerk combined can not so con-
duct the business as to unduly cut off debate and effect a cliture
which the rules of the Senate do not permit.

Mr., President, I have not told all I know about this thing,
and I.do not propose to do so unless urged to do so; but if the
matter is pressed, I will tell what I know about it, and I will
tell what I know about that particular instance.

Mr. STONE. Mr. President——

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Georgia
yield to the Senator from Missouri?

Mr. BACON. Yes.

Mr. STONE. I do not wish to press the Senator, but I would
be delighted if he would do so.

Mr, BACON. No; I will not do it unless Senators on the
other side press me. If they do so, I will. But, Mr. President,
I will say another thing, that when I tell what I know about
that, I will tell that it was not a matter which originated in that
particular session, but that it had a precedent in a former Con-
gress, that that precedent was recalled, and that particular
device was then adopted purposely and intentionally to effect a
cloture in the Senate by that means.

Mr. President, I had occasion to call attention to this matter
two or three days ago. When the Chair puts a question, Sena-
tors on this floor have a right fo be heard. Things are to be
done in the Senate decently and in order, and not by any
sleight-of-hand performance, I insist upon it that when the
Chair puts a question to the Senate there should be opportunity
for Senators to be heard. The presiding officer is rapid in
speech—that is natural and proper, and I do not mean that as a
criticism, but I am simply speaking of it as a fact—and if Sena-
tors can not when the Chair proposes to put a motion to the
Senate spring to their feet with the utmost activity, even
younger men than myself, without being cut off by the haste—
the undue and indecent haste—of calling the roll and having a
response made in order that Senators shall not be heard, then,
indeed, the customs and practices and courtesies of the Senate
are put not only at defiance, but put in jeopardy and in danger
of absolute destruction and overthrow.

Mr. BRISTOW. Mr. President

The VICE-PRESIDENT. If the Senator from Kansas will
permit the Chair for one moment, the Chair desires to say that,
in his construection of the rules of the Senate, it is the duty of
the eclerk to call the roll when the Chair orders it. The Chair
did not on this oceasion, and never will, intentionally order the
clerk to call the roll for the purpose of cutting off any Senator.
Certainly had the Chair seen the Senator from Georgia rise, he
would not have directed the clerk to call the roll.

Mr. BACON. I am not speaking about myself in particular.
I have had it in mind ever since that occurrence in a former
Congress, and I have called attention to it before. It is proper,
in the orderly conduct of the business of the Senate. We are
not a crossroads debating society. We are presumed to be here
in the exercise of a very high function, with very grave respon-
sibilities, and things should be done in an orderly way; and it
is not the office of the Secretary, or of the clerk acting in his
place, immediately, before there is an opportunity for anybody
to be heard, with a practice which has become almost uniform,
by a hasty calling of the first name on the roll, absolutely to
cut off the opportunity of Senators to be heard, and, in some
instances, effect a cloture.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. There has been an amendment offered
and reported to the Senate. I suppese, in one word, we may
be informed of the effect of the proposed amendment.

Mr. ALDRICH. The effect of the amendment offered to the Sen-
ate is to reduce the duties on refined sugar from 1.90 to 1 cent,

Mr. BACON. On refined sugar.

Mr]. ALDRICH. Yes; it reduces the duty one-half, approxi-
mately.

Mr. CLAY. I would suggest to the Senator from Oklahoma
that to arrange his schedule simply by reducing the tariff on
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refined sugar to 1 cent, without rearranging the duty on raw

sugar, would hardly be satisfactory.

Mr. ALDRICH. The Senator from Oklahoma, as I under-

stood him, stated that if this amendment was adopted, he would
follow it up with another which would correspondingly reduce
the duty upon raw sugar.

Mr. CLAY. I have an amendment that is now pending, pro-
viding:

Bugars, tank Dbottoms, sirup of cane julece, melada, concentrated
melada, concrete and concentrated molasses, testing by the polariscope
not above T5°, 60 cents per hundred pounds.

It is 75 cents per hundred pounds in the bill, according to my
recollection.

And for every additional degree shown by the polariseope test, 2
cents per hundred pounds additional, and fractions of a degree in pro-
gn!on And on all sugar whieh has gone through a process of re-

Ing, $1 per hundred pounds—

And so forth. In order to place refined sugar at 1 cent, it
becomes necessary that a change be made on raw sugar, other-
wise raw sugar would pay a higher duty on coming into this
country than refined sugar would.

Mr. GORE. I will state to the SBenator from Georgia that
the purpose which I had in view in offering this amendment
was merely to offer it as a test amendment; and if the Senate
shall adopt it, I will then follow that up with a reduction of
the rates on raw sugar, so that there will be a correspondence
between them, on the principle now incorporated in the bill.

Mr. CLAY. I would suggest to the Benator that it would
probably be better to have it all in one amendment.

Mr. GORE. T think it would be better; but the schedule is
on the eve of being adopted without any amendment of this sort
being submitted and voted on, and I shall be very glad, if the
Senator from Georgia will offer his amendment, to withdraw
mine.

Mr, CLAY, I would suggest to the Senator and the chairman
of the committee that, in my judgment—I may be mistaken,
and a majority of the Senate doubtless differ with me—if there
is any schedule in this bill that ought to be eonsidered by the
Finance Committee, it is the sugar schedule; and I say this:
That when you look at the fact that we are expecting to bring
in 300,000 tons of raw sngar from the Philippine Islands, and
when the refiners are expected to use that without any tariff
duties, and when we are expecting to have an increase in the
production of raw sugar in the Hawailian Islands and Porto
Rico, and when this revolution has taken place in regard to
raw sugar in this country, tolet the Dingley bill stand just as it
was before, ig, in my judgment, absolutely indefensible. I do
not speak of it from a partisan standpoint, but I speak of it as
one who desires to do right. To save my life I can not under-
stand how you can let the tariff on refined sugar stay at §1.90
and on 90° $1.683——

Mr. ALDRICH. Ninety-six degree sugar.

Mr, CLAY. That is correct, 96° sugar, $1.68% per hundred
pounds. We knew that, when the Dingley bill was framed,
nearly 90 per cent of the raw sugar that came into this country
was paying a duty of $1.68% a hundred; and mo man can ever
convince me that a refiner will not make more money on raw
gugar when it comes in free than when he pays $1.68% per hun-
dred pounds duty upon it. Suppose to-day all of the sugar that
we consume came into this countiry free and no tariff duty
whatever was paid. Then the refiners would save $1.684 on
every 100 pounds. For the refiners to get their raw sugar free,
and then be able to sell the refined sugar at the same price they
sold it at when they were paying a duty of $1.68%, is, in my
Jjudgment, absolutely indefensible.

I maintain that a reduection on refined sugar and raw sugar, 8o
as to keep them practically together, will not injure the beet-grow-
ers or the cane growers either, You simply reduce your duties
to meet conditions that have confronted you in the last few
years. I do not apprehend that Mr. Dingley would ever have
thought of a tariff of $1.90 on refined sugar and $1.68% on raw
sugar had he contemplated the' conditions which exist at the
present time. And when we get 300,000 tons of sugar free from
the Philippine Islands, I want to say to you that there will then
be no sugar imported into this country paying the full duty of
$1.684 per hundred pounds,

Mr. President, it has been a rule of my life never to repeat.
I have stated fully and earnestly how I feel about this matter,
I feel that we are granting favors to the most unconscionable
trust that ever existed in the United States; a band of thieves,
swindling and defrauding the Government and robbing the
American people, and I retract nothing that I have said; for
I know, from the investigation which I have made, that the
trust will get the benefit of this free raw sugar unless you make
a reduction in the duty on your refined sugar.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The guestion is on the amendment
of the Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I trust the Senator from Georgia
will agree that I may withdraw this amendment and that he
substitute his, because I realize that it is better to have the
entire matter voted on at one time. My amendment was offered
on the spur of the moment, without opportunity to arrange and
revise the entire schedule, and merely to prevent the paragraph
being adopted without at least an effort or a motion being made
to amend it as it ought to be amended. If the Senator intends
now or will agree that hereafter his amendment shall be pro-
posed and voted upon, I will withdraw mine.

Mr. OLAY. I expected to discuss this amendment at length,
for an hour, at least, pointing out why it should be adopted;
but for the last few days I have not been in physical condition
to discuss it. I have expected to offer this amendment in the
Senate, and to press it vigorously when the matter comes up.

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. President——

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Georgia
yield to the Senator from Texas?

Mr. CLAY. I do.

Mr. CULBERSON. I understood the Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr. ArpricH] to ask that paragraph 213 be passed.

Mr. ALDRICH. I did not. I asked that it be agreed to, and
that is what the motion will be when this amendment is dis-
posed of.

Mr. CULBERSON. Is it agreeable to the Senator from
Georgia to present his amendment——

Mr. CLAY. I will present my amendment now.

Mr. ALDRICH. This paragraph, if agreed to in Committee
of the Whole, will be open to amendment in the Senate.

Mr. CULBERSON. I understand that, of course.

Mr. CLAY. I will offer my amendment now, and get through
with it.

Mr., GORE. I will withdraw my amendment.
wanted to register a protest.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Oklahoma asks
unanimous consent to withdraw his amendment, and te annul
the order for the yeas and nays. Is there objection? The
Chair hears none. The Senator from Georgia [Mr. CrLaY] now
offers an amendment, which the Secretary will report.

The SecrerARY. Strike out paragraph 213 and insert the fol-
lowing, to be known as “ paragraph 213,” in lieu thereof:

Sugars, tank bottoms, sirup of cane juice, melada, concentrated melada,
concrete and concentrated molasses testing by the polariscope not above

I merely

75°, B0 cents per hundred unds, and for every additional degree
shown by the ariscope test 2 cents per !mndred pounds additional, and
fractions of s. degree proportion. And on all sugar which has gone
through a froceau of mﬂn[n $1 per hundred pn s; molasses testing
not nbove 20 per cent ai va.lorem testing above 40° and not above
ne°, r gallon ; testlng above b6°, 6 cents per gallon. Sogar
dra.lnlngs sugar swaeplngs shall be subject to duty as molasses or

sugar, as the case may be, according to polariscopic test.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. President, just a word. That amendment in-
cludes an amendment which we have already voted on—that is,
to strike out the Wo. 16 Dutch standard. It also provides that
T75° sugar, instead of paying a duty of 95 cents per hundred
pounds, shall pay 50 cents; and it goes on up, increasing it
2 cents per hundred pounds until it reaches 100° sugar. It
makes the duty on refined sugar $1, and no differential what-
ever between raw and refined sugar, as provided by the amend-
ment which we wvoted on the other day. Censequently two
features of this amendment have been voted on already.

The principal feature left to be voted on is the guestion
whether or not there shall be a reduction in the duty on raw
and refined sugar.

Mr. BRISTOW. In discussing the suogar schedule I have
offered all the arguments that were at my command in behalf
of eliminating the provision relating to the Dutch standard,
because I think it is one of the most infamous provisions that
was ever incorporated into a legislative act. It now serves the
purposes and adds enormous profits of a corporation that is
plundering the American public; and I am in absolute accord
with the denunciation that the Senator from Georgia has made
of that corporation.

However, the reducing of the duty on raw and refined sugar
in the amount suggested by the amendment of the Senator
from Georgia would, in my opinion, wreck a great many beet-
sugar factories that have been established under the present
law. We have been levying a duty of $1.95 per hundred pounds
on refined sugar, which is the hind of sugar that beet-sugar
factories make. If by one act we reduce that duty from $1.95
to $1, we thereby jeopardize the investments that have been
made in these enterprises under this high duty, and it seems
to me that would be bad faith on the part of the Government,
I think a slight reduction could be made, as I ipdicated yester-
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day, without any injury to the legitimate profits of these enter-
prises that have been established by virtue of this invitation
extended to capital by the Government twelve years ago.

So, sympathizing with the Senator from Georgia in his efforts
to correct the evils of this legislation, I can not go with him as
far as he has suggested by this amendment in reducing duties,
because I believe it would be injurious to the factories that
have been established by the invitation extended by the Gov-
ernment under the high duties that are now imposed; and I
feel that I should make this statement before the roll is

- called.

Mr. ALDRICH. I ask that the vote be taken by yeas and
nays.

Mr., CLAY. One minute. I think I can demonstrate that this
amendment will not interfere with or injure the beet growers or
the cane growers., This morning I am not feeling well enough
to go on and make a speech, Neither did I yesterday. Conse-
quently I will withdraw the amendment and introduce it when
the bill goes in to the Senate, when I can discuss it at length
and present the reasons, convineing to me, why it ought to be
adopted.

Mr. BACON. If my colleague will permit me——

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Will the Senator from Georgia yield
to his colleague?

Mr. CLAY. With pleasure. :

Mr. BACON. I wish to suggest that that is not the best di-
rection to be given to this matter. When the bill goes through
the Committee of the Whole, after long and tedious debate,
there is going to be very little disposition on the part of the
Senate to give careful consideration to anything that is left
over, Now is the time to do it, The Senator from Rhode Is-
land has repeatedly, for particular reasons, passed over differ-
ent paragraphs when they were in order to be voted upon. It
seems to me the reason suggested by my colleague is a sufficient
one why a vote should not be taken upon this matter and why
he should have an opportunity to address the Senate upon it.

Mr. ALDRICH., The paragraph will be absolutely open to
amendment in the Senate.

Mr. BACON. I understand.

Mr. ALDRICH. And the action of the Senate in agreeing
to it now will not cut off the Senator from Georgia from any
of his rights.

Mr. BACON. Nobody disputes or doubts that.

Mr. ALDRICH, If the Senator from Georgia expects that
his speech will change the opinion of the Senate, that is one
thing; but I think——

Mr. CLAY. I hardly think it will change the opinion of the
Senate, unless I can get your consent.

Mr. ALDRICH. The Senator will not get my consent to re-
duce the duties upon sugar to 1 cent; that is perfectly certain.
And whether the vote is taken now or in the Senate will make
no difference in the result, in my judgment.

Mr. CLAY. I think it but just to myself and to my friends,
who have asked me to explain this at length—I mean for at
least thirty or forty minutes—that I should say that this morn-
ing I am not feeling well enough to explain it. In fact, I would
not undertake it. For that reason, if the Senator wants to go
on with the schedule, I will withdraw the amendment and offer
it when the bill gets into the Senate, and press it.

Mr. ALDRICH. That is satisfactory to me.
paragraph be agreed to.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, the paragraph
is agreed to.

Mr. DANIEL. I ask unanimous consent of the Senate that
the paragraph be passed over until to-morrow, when the Sena-
tor from Georgia says lie will be ready to speak.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Virginia asks that
the paragraph be passed until to-morrow. Is there objection?

Mr. ALDRICH. Of course, if the Senator desires that, I
can not resist it

Mr. CLAY. I intended to speak yesterday. I thought I
would finish my remarks to-day. I can not promise to submit
my remarks to-morrow. I have been advised by my physician
not to do so. It will probably be several days before I will be
ready.

Mr. ALDRICH. If the paragraph is agreed to, whenever
the Senator from Georgia is ready to offer his amendment, I
will ask that it be reconsidered for that purpose.

Mr. DANIEL. All right,

The VICE-PRESIDIENT.
is agreed to.

Mr. BACON. I do not desire that it shall be disposed of in
that way. I do not ask for the yeas and nays, but I ask that

I ask that the

Without objection, the paragraph

the question on agreeing to the paragraph be put to the Senate.

The VICE-PRESIDENT.
paragraph.

The paragraph was agreed to.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Secretary will state the next
paragraph passed over.

The SECRETARY. Paragraph 214:

Maple sugar and maple sirup, 4 cents per pound.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the para-
graph? The Chair hears none, and it is agreed to.

The SEcrRETARY. Paragraph 215—saccharine.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Is there objection to agreeing to
the paragraph? The committee amendment was agreed to when
the bill was first read. ;

Mr. BACON. Mr. President, there are possibly many para-
graphs where that form of the adoption of a paragraph would
not be objectionable to anyone, but there are others where
Senators do not wish to be understood as agreeing to them.
Therefore I think, although I dislike very much to put the Chair
to the extra trouble, that upon the sugar schedule at least it
should not be put in that,form.

The VICE-PRESIDENT, The Chair will comply with the
suggestion of the Senator from Georgia and put the question.

Mr. STONE. Mr. President, I do not rise to discuss the sugar
schedule, now under consideration, or to discuss any other par-
ticular schedule, but to make some general obhservations.

While it may be well enough to protract debate on the sched-
ules of this bill for a while longer, we know it will not even-
tuate in any practical legislative result. Its only effect will
be to let the country know what is being done and how it is
done in the Senate, and that will doubtless serve a good pur-
pose; but we know now almost as well as we will know at the
end just what the result will be. For all practical legislative
purposes we might as well vote on the bill and all amendments
now as a month later.

Mr. President, evidently, as I think, we have reached a point
in the consideration of this bill where it has been demonstrated
that opposition to the will of the Finance Committee is futile.
I do not adopt the usual formula and say that the Senator from
Rhode Island [Mr. Arprica] is master of the situation, but
I do say that the Finance Committee, under his leadership, is
master of the situation.

Mr. DANIEL. You mean the Republican members.

Mr. STONE. The Senator from Virginia amends the sngges-
tion, to which I agree, that the Republican members of the com-
mittee are masters of the situation. In stating the case in that
form I do not mean to detract from the well-recognized influ-
ence or from the acknowledged Republican leadership of the
Senator from Rhode Island, but I adopt that form of statement
because I deem it more courteous and respectful to all the mem-
bers of the committee, each of whom represents a strong indi-
vidual force, and because I believe that that form of statement
will be more agreeable, even to the Senator from Rhode Island
himself. The Finance Committee is in the saddle. We had as
well recognize that now as later. Hereafter, if we have any
suggestions to make looking to a change in any provision of the
bill, if we approach the committee through its chairman—that
most noble tribune of the people—and approach him after the
fashion of old Deucalion, humbly casting the stones behind, it
may be we will be distinguished by a hearing, but not otherwise,

Mr. President, when the consideration of this bill was first
begun, and for some days before, there were some on this side
so optimistic as to hepe that there were enough Republican
Senators opposed to the inegualities and the iniquities of the
present tariff law to bring about a revision that would in some
measure respond to the popular demand, but the occurrences
sinee then, and especially of the last few days, have surely been
sufficient to dissipate that hope in the breast of the most credu-
lous. There was really and in fact an ominous reform thunder-
ing in the index—a preliminary roar that bad in it a half-in-
spiring note of promise—but the threatened storm has long since
spent its force. The light of victory already shines like a halo
around the omnipotent heads of the big chief and his associates
of the Finance Committee. Well might they cry in joyous
acelaim:

Now is the winter of our discontent

Made glorious summer by this sun of York;

And all the clouds that lower'd upon our house,

In the deep bosom of the ocean buried.

Now are our brows bound with victorious wreaths
Our bruised arms hung up for monuments ;

Our stern alarums chang'd to merry meetings,

Our dreadful marches to delightful measnres.
Grim-visag'd war hath smooth'd his wrinkled front;

And now, instead of mounting barbed steeds,
To fright the souls of fearful adversaries—

The question is on agreeing to the
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Though we may not as yet caper nimbly along a primrose path,
we can at least plod along with firm, confident, and ever guick-
ening step to a vietorious culmination.

True, a tremulous Republican veoice is still heard now and then
in protest, but it no longer bears the note of triumph or of de-
fiance. It has now more the sad semblance of wailing—timid,
apologetie, discordant, and, altogether, not without pathos. It
is a pitiable ending of a somewhat pompous beginning.

Mr. President, I am not disappointed. I am not disappointed
because I have never believed that it was possible to secure a
substantial, much less a general, reduction of tariff rates
through the agency of this Congress. There was a great blow-
ing of horns and there were many Republican tariff-reform ban-
ners afloat during the campaign of last year, but experience and
intuition alike convinced me that all of it was but the seductive
and deceptive pageantry of a confidence game. True, there was
throughout the country a wide demand for a real revision of
the tariff, for lower taxation, and for a substantial retrench-
ment of expenditures. Mr. Roosevelt favored a tariff revision
with a general lowering of the rates. So did Mr. Taft. At
least so declared both these official heads of the Grand Old
Party. But Roosevelt is now far distant in Africa, performing
murderous feats without parallel. He no longer counts for
much, politically. He is only a memory and hardly worth a
quotation. But Taft is a living potentiality. He is still here,
and his hand is on the helm. His utterances should be worth
remembering. I have several of his sayings here—things said
by him during the campaign of last year, but I will quote from

only two or three.
QUOTES TAFT.

In his speech of acceptance, delivered at Cincinnati, July 28,
1908, Mr, Taft said:

In 1897 the Dingley tariff bill was passed, under which we have had,
as already said, a period of enormous pms;;]exity. The consequent ma-
terial development has greatly changed the conditions under which
many artieles described by the schedules of the tariff are now produced.
The tarif in a number of schedules exceeds the difference between the
cost of production of such articles abroad and at home, including a
reasonable profit of the American producer. The excess over that
difference serves no useful purpose, but offers a temptation to those
who would monopolize the production and the sale of such articles in
this country to profit by the excessive rate. On the other hand, there
are some few other schedules in which the tariff is not sufficiently high
to give the measure of protection which they should receive upon Re-
publican prineiples, and as to these the tariff should be increased.

Mark you, in this first utterance he said there were “a few,”
only a few, schedules which should be raised; the others, of
course, were to be reduced.

Again, in a speech at St. Paul, on September 26, he said:

Now, we are going to revise the tariff, too, but it is going to be a
thorough revision, an honest one; n revision in accordance with the pro-
tectlve system, which requires that every industry In the country which
needs it shall have a tarif measured by the difference in the cost of
production here and the cost of production in the countries abroad.

In the making up of that tariff both interests ought to be heard, and
will be heard, because the people insist upon it and the ecrystallized
sentiment of the Republican party is in favor of it, both to protect the
industries and the consumer. But Mr. Bryan says we can't get over the
infinence of the protected interests. Hasn't the Republican party risen
above corporate influence before? It is entirely right that the protected
interests should come in and be heard, and see to it that their property
and business is not destroyed.

But, of course, they are interested parties, and what they say must
be weighed with other evidence. The Republican party will not pass a
tariff bill that will destroy a single industry in this country, but, on the
other hand, it does insist that excessive rates shall noi continue.

Now, the rates generally, or most of them, are too high. Bome are not
high ennugh, accor{!lnﬁ to that standard. 7The recision, thereqare, will
prebably be downward; but whatever it is, I am here to plight the
faith of the Republican party, in accordance with its platform, that the
rc]n-i;lon will be honest and exact according to the measure stated in the
platform.

Again, at Sioux City, on September 29, he said:

I am interrogated as to whether the tariff should be revised up or
down. My own impression is, without being familiar with the schedules
as an expert, that in most cases the operation of the protective system
has been normal, the cost of production has been reduced, and that
thercfore the revision with respect to those schedules should be down-
ward, There are a few—pottery is one—of which no such change has
taken place. Indeed, the change has been the other way, and in that
respect, probably, the tariff should be raised.

I will make one other quotation. This is from Mr. Taft's
speech at Topeka, on October 3:

The prineiple of protection is that all industries that need it shall be
protected by a customs tax equal to the difference between the cost of
production here and the cost of production abroad.

Mark the expression. He does not say the difference in daily
wage, but the difference in the cost of production here and the
cost of production abroad.

That cost of production is determined by three elements—the cost of
material, the cost of labor, and the interest on capital, or what is
known as the “ manufacturer's profit."”

The normal operation of protection where competition has free scope
is to lower the cost of producing, and so to reduce prices to the public.
As a consequence, after ten years’ operation of a particular schedule it
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ouﬁht to result that the cost of production in this count
an

is made less,
therefore that the difference between the cost of production in this

country and abroad is less, and therefore that the duty ought to be

I%ofdﬁm elected, as I expect, I shall exercise all the legitimate influ-
ence that the President or hkead of the Republican pa can to see to
it that the plighted faith of the party on this subject, letter and in
spirit, i3 observed.

Numerous additional quotations of like import could be fur-
nished, but this suffices to outline the campaign attitude of Mr.
Taft. These utterances might well be criticised as being at
times somewhat ambiguous and not altogether ingenuous, but
let it be remembered that the orator was the candidate of the
Republican party, full of a high ambition to become the Presi-
dent of the United States. As the eandidate of his party, and
having an intelligent conception of public sentiment and of the
difficulties of his position, we can well understand how he
sought to practice the difficult art, not of dissimulation, but of
not offending, even though he might fail to please. Upon the
one hand were the protected interests—grown opulent through
the favor of the Government, and exacting because of opulence—
which for decades had been the dominant and governing force
of his party; and upon the other hand was still a mightier
force—mightier in numbers if not in effectiveness—which was
not in accord with the other element. The one clamored for
a tax rate so high that monopoly might stand erect under its
@gis, while the other, those who footed the bills, demanded
that the tax burden should be lighter made. The candidate
therefore was between the flame of the sulphurous lake and
the raging of the wild sea. Under the circumstances, we may
look with leniency upon his failure to speak out with absolute
straightforwardness. Nevertheless, the patent truth remains
that the people who heard the President’s anteelection speeches
believed, and had a right to believe, that he stood for lower
rates in the tariff schedules; in other words, for a substantial
revision downward. Every fair-minded man knows and must
admit that that was the judgment of the country, and the
country believed that Mr. Taft was not only speaking for him-
self, but was also speaking with authority for his party.

If any there be who think I misinterpret the President, then
I ask why, in the light of these quoted utterances, did he ecall
this extraordinary session of Congress? This question has been
asked more than once, but it bears repeating. In the light of
his declaration when he accepted the Chicago nomination, and
in the light of his later deliverances—and believing, as we all do,
that Mr, Taft is a sincere and upright man—it can not be be-
lieved that he assembled this Congress with the idea of having
tariflf rates increased or to have the rates of the Dingley law
practically reenacted. The one would have been an act of bad
faith with the American electorate, and the other would have
been an act of consummate and costly stupidity. I have no
doubt that the President honestly desires to keep faith with the
people who elected him, and that he desires, therefore, to see
the law revised so as to secure a substantial downward scaling
of the rates. But Mr. Bryan was right when he declared in
the campaign that even if Mr. Taft desired a reduction of tax
rates he would, if elected, be powerless to execute his purpose.

Mr. President, that is so because the Republican party is in
the econtrol and under the domination of favored interests—in-
terests which are protected by law and which, under the opera-
tion of law, are enabled to extort from the great masses of the
people. These interests are represented in compact, intelligent,
and powerful organizations; they print and distribute, year
after year, enormous quantities of literature containing argu-
ments, plausibly and most persuasively presented, in advocacy
of that policy which is the bulwark of their opportunities, and
in the hour of political and party contest they supply the shin-
ing sinews of war. Upon these sheltered interests depends the
hope of the Republican party; they constitute its chief reliance.
The public men who dominate that party, and those who have
dominated it for years, are so closely aligned with these inter-
ests, and are under such political obligations to them, that they
dare not falter in their service; and so, Mr. President, I have
believed with Mr. Bryan that no one Republican, even though
he be the President, could swerve his party from the old, beaten
path blazed out by the industrial monopolies upon which that
party leans with greatest confidence; and I doubt if there ever
was or will be a Republican President who will strive with
;a&mestness and persistent effort to lead his party on a different

e,

REPUBLICAN POLICY.

Mr. President, the Republican platform of last year, pro-

claimed at Chicago, declared that—

The true principle of protection is best maintained by the imposing
of such duoties as will equal the difference between the cost of produc-
11:111(311 at:' lJmlma and abroad, together with a reasonable profit to American

ustries.
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That was the official declaration of the entire Republican
party, formally expressed by a national convention. Upon that
platform Mr. Taft was nominated and made his race for the
Presidency. Reverting to his Topeka speech, from which I have
quoted, it will be seen that he accepted that declaration as ex-
pressive of the Republican policy. He declared that—

All industries that need protection shall be protected by a tax equal
to the difference between the cost of production here and abroad.

What did he mean when he said—

All industries that need protection shall be protected—

And so forth?

Have we, indeed, some industries that do not need protec-
tion? What industries are they, and what did the presidential
candidate have in mind? In the earlier days the advocates of
the protective policy contended that that policy was necessary to
protect our new, struggling, undeveloped infant industries
against the sharp competition of the older, better-developed,
richer, and more powerful competing industries in other coun-
tries. We were told then that when, under the selter of this
policy, our manufacturing industries were firmly established,
and had become rich enough and strong enough to hold their
own in the markets of the world, there would no longer exist the
need of imposing duties for protection, but that the duties would
be levied for revenue. It is a matter of common knowledge
that the American industries have now grown until this has

- become the greatest manufacturing nation of the earth, and that
here in America we have the most opulent and powerful manu-
facturing corporations in the world. There are none others
anywhere that can rival them in this respect. Are these the
‘industries that Mr. Taft had in mind as those that did not need
protection?

But, Mr. President, of course we know that the Republican
party has long since abandoned the earlier contention to which
I have referred, and they have abandoned it because the growth
and power and wealth of American industries have become such
that the old contention could be no longer made. They have
shifted the position and have predicated their contentions upon
the ground that labor was higher in the United States than in
other countrieg, and that tariff duties ought to be levied to cover
that difference; partly, as they say, to protect the Ameriean
workman against the competition of cheaper-paid workmen
abroad: and partly to protect the manufacturer who employs
this higher-priced labor. The platform and the President de-
clare that duties should be imposed to cover the difference in
the cost of production between this and other countries. The
President explains all that himself. He said: “ That cost of
production is determined by three elements, the cost of material,
the cost of labor, and the interest on capital, or what is known
as ‘ the manufacturer’s profit.”” There are three elements, there-
fore, so we are told, which are to be considered in determining
the difference in the cost of production when a tariff law is to be
enacted. One of these elements—namely, material—may be
eliminated, for the reason that in the purchase of raw materials
for manufacturing the different great manufacturing and com-
mercial nations of the world stand upon a footing of substan-
tial equality. There is no need, in most cases at least, of put-
ting that element into the caleulation.

LABOR COST.

Now, Mr, President, a word or two about the labor cost of
production. What does that mean? It does not mean by uni-
versal consent; it does not mean that in determining the differ-
ence in the labor cost of production between two or more coun-
iries we are to take the daily or weekly wage paid in the
different countries to the respective workmen engaged in the
game lines of employment and make that the basis of the
calculation. That would not do, because it is a matter of gen-
eral knowledge that the per cent of difference in the daily wage
paid in different eountries may be much greater than the per
cent of difference in the labor cost of production. For exampls,
if we should find that American workmen in a given industry
received 40 per cent more for a day's work than a like workman
in some other country, we might, on pressing the inquiry to a
conclusion, find that the difference in the labor cost to the em-
ployer in producing his wares was not more than half as much
as the difference in the daily wage. The correct way to deter-
mine this question is to take a given article of commerce and
find out just what it cost the manufacturer to produce it. We
then find that his raw material had cost a certain amount; that
he had paid his laborers a certain amount to make that article;
that he had paid so mueh for fuel, and so on and so forth. Now,
reckoning on that basis, we could find out how muech the Amer-
ican employer paid for the labor that entered into the manu-
facture of the given product and how much the foreign em-
ployer had paid for the labor entering into his production, and

that difference would represent the cost of production. Un-
doubtedly the actual daily or weekly wage paid to American
mechanics is, generally speaking, higher than in other countries.
It may be truthfully asserted that the American standard of
daily wages is the highest in the world; but, on the other hand,
it is also true that the difference in the labor cost of production
in America is, generally speaking, nothing like as great as the
difference in actual daily wage. This is g0 because our indus-
tries are better organized, better equipped, better managed, and
because the American workmen, as a rule, are more intelligent,
industrious, and skillful. The American manufacturer gets a
better result in every way from his higher-paid employees than
the European manufacturer gets from his lower-pald employees.
This absolute economic fact is well known and generally recog-
nized. I could burden the Recorp with proofs of this state-
ment—proofs coming from the lips and pens of numerous men
who are best qualified to speak, some speaking officially after
investigation and some speaking from actual and wide experi-
ence. I will content myself with one witness. I will introduce
Mr. Schwab, who was educated and fitted for his remarkable
career by Andrew Carnegie. He was a workman in the Car-
negie mill, and rose step by step from that position to become
the head of the great Carnegie establishment at Pittsburg. Sub-
sequently he was the president of the United States Steel Corpo-
ration, known as the “ steel trust.” From that office he retired
to take charge of the Bethlehem Steel Works. He is more or
less interested in and associated with these great industries,
as he is with other great enterprises. I read the following from
a recent utterance of Mr. Schwab:

I have been in contact with labor of all kinds for years, and I know
what it can do. I know that American laborers can produce more steel
in a given time than any other workmen in the world. I know that
they can put out better steel than any others.

We can compete with any other country. We have nothing to fear
by a cut in tariff, because we have the best goods. It is true that we
have to pay our workmen most; you always have to pay the most
gkillful workmen- the highest wages.

The Americans are the best workmen on earth. The highest paid
labor is the cheapest to the employer. The man that understands his
work thnroulﬁgly and executes it without mistakes is the man that makes
money for employer.

The man that employed at a cheap wage and goes slowly and
makes blunders produces cheaper steel or any other goods and can not
compete with the man that thoroughly understands his business and
produces good material.

Now, Mr, President, if upon investigation it should be found
that the actual difference in the labor cost of a given prod-
uct between the American employer and the European em-
ployer was, for instance, 20 per cent or 30 per cent, and this
Congress should levy a tax upon that product of 40 per cent or
50 per cent or 60 per cent, for whose benefit would that excess be
imposed? Not for the benefit of the workman, to be sure, for
only so much of the duty would be levied for his benefit as repre-
sented the difference in the labor cost of produetion, That is
the theory of the Republican platform itself and of President
Taft. It would not result in increasing the wage of the work-
man, and, therefore, he would not share in this bounteous excess,
Manifestly this excess of duty over and above the difference in
the labor cost of production would be levied wholly in the intee-
est of the manufacturer and employer. And that sort of thing
is now being justified by the Finance Committee of the Senate
and those cooperating with them. Day after day we are con-
sidering paragraphs in different schedules reported here by the
Finance Committee, and which are being adopted which impose
tariff burdens far in excess of the difference in labor cost some-
times as much as two or three or four times as great as that
difference. For the first time in our history the Republican
party made the bold declaration in the Chicago platform that
duties should be levied among other things to insure a profit
to the manufacturer, but before I enter upon that, which I
intend to do briefly, there is one other thing to which I wish
to call attention.

THE GERMAN WAGE.

Mr. President, day after day, as these paragraphs are con-
sidered, members of the Finance Committee and others upon
that side attempt to muddy the water and obscure the real
issue about the enormous difference in the amount of daily
wage paid in this country and Europe. As I have already
shown, that is only a question of secondary and minor im-
portance, the real guestion being the difference in the cost of
production ; but Senators who stand for these exorbitant duties
endeavor by artifice and maneuvering to keep the real question
in the background. They are not willing to test the issue be-
tween us even according to the standard laid down in their
platform and by Mr. Taft himself. Nor is that all. They come
in here and assert that the difference between the American
and European wage is greater than it is. They take the floor
and solemnly read bald assertions, made by the swarm of man-
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ufacturers who appeared here before the Ways and Means Com-
mittee and the Finance Committee to secure higher rates of duty
on their respective products, statements in which they undertake
to give the daily wage paid here and that paid by their foreign
competitors. We are asked to accept this testimony, often ex
parte, as trustworthy and true. We have had numerous disputes
here as to the accuracy of these statements made by these inter-
ested men. Mr. President, I do not like to speak with unkindness,
much less with offense, of the Finance Committee, but regarding
this matter of which I am speaking I fear the committee has
not dealt fairly with the Senate. I will not say that the com-
mittee has suppressed information in its possession, but that
they have withheld information to which the Senate was entitled
and which it ought to have had. As illustrative of this disposi-
tion on the part of the committee, I eall attention to a cirecum-
stance which in a pointed way atiracted the attention of the
Senate a few days ago. It was during the debate on the cutlery
schedule, and particularly that paragraph in the schedule relat-
ing to the duty on razors, which duty the Finance Committee
in the bill reported has raised almost 100 per cent above the
present Dingley law.

The Senator from Utah [Mr. Smoor], who seems to be the
chief lieutenant of the chairman of the Finance Committee, and
who is eminently worthy of the post, is often put forward in
the front of the fight. If the Senator from Rhode Island is
the head, the Senator from Utah is the right arm of the com-
mittee. He told us repeatedly, in the presence of the chairman
and other members of the committee, and, therefore, I assume,
with their approval, that the wages paid American workmen
employed in the manufacture of razors were three times as
much as those paid to their competitors engaged in the same
employment in Germany.

It so happened that during the course of this debate I was
called to the corridor just back of the Chair by a gentleman
who was familiar with the subject and who had been engaged
as one of the experts, as I understood him, in the service of the
Finance Committee when this bill was being considered by the
committee, He told me that there was on file in the State De-
partment a report made by the German Government to our
State Department, duly transmitted through diplomatic chan-
nels, as to the amount of wages paid in Germany in various
lines of industry, and among them this particular one of mann-
facturing razors, and he gave me some tables of wages paid in
Germany as shown in this report which had been transmitted,
as I have said, by the German Government to the Government of
the United States. I put the matter he gave me in the Recorp
on that day, and called particular attention to it. I do not
know how many Senators have read that statement. If there
be any who have not they can find in it most interesting and
instructive matter relating to several things. The Senator
from Utah and his colleagues of the committee told us that the
American wage in razor making was three times that of the
German wage in the same business. Alr. President, I desire
to insert at this point, or rather to reinsert, for it already ap-
pears in the Recomp, the table relating to German wages in
razor manufacturing, as it was supplied by the German Govern-
ment itself authoritatively and officially. The Senator from
Utah said the wage rate paid in this country was three times
that paid in Germany, while this report shows that the German
workmen receive twice as much as the.Senator from Utah as-
serted they were receiving.

Mr. GORE. I should like to ask the Senator from Missouri
if he knows whether or not the report of the German Govern-
ment, to which he refers; had been called to the attention of
any wmember of the Committee on Finance?

Mr. STONE. I will speak of that in a moment. Mr. Presi-
gent, the table which I desire to insert in my remarks is as
ollows :

American manufacturers who came here asking higher du-
ties told the committee the German workmen were receiving.
The committee told us what the manufacturers told them, but
they did not tell us what the German Government had said
about it. This latter I happened to discover in the nick of time,
almost by accident.

Now I will answer the question of the Senator from Okla-
homa [Mr. Gore]. I assert on reliable information—if I am
wrong, of course I desire to be corrected—but I assert that this
report of the German Government relating to wages in numer-
ous industries was in the hands and possession of the Finance
Committee long before this question was raised here in the Sen-
ate and before the committee reported the bill. They knew
about it; the State Department had furnished them with this
information; they had it in their possession; and yet, when we
were discussing this question and trying to get at the facts, the
real faets, not a word was said about this report. The Senator
from Utah stated that he had an afidavit made by some work-
man in a New York establishment—I believe it was in New
York—to the effect that he had come from Germany to the
United States; that he had worked in the industry there and
here; and that he knew that the German wage was only about
one-third of the American wage. I do not know the name of that
affiant. It was not given. I do not know who furnished the
committee with the affidavit, although I could easily imagine.
I do not suppose that that workman came down here, certainly
not at his own expense, to confer with the Republican members
of the Finance Committee. But his employers were here. Who
is this man? How was this affidavit procured? Who induced
him to make it? Was it purely voluntary, or was it upon sug-
gestion?

This shows, Mr. President, how ufterly unreliable is testi-
mony given in that way—ex parte testimony, without an oppor-
tunity afforded to the Democratic members of the committee or
to anyone to cross-examine the witness in order to ascertain the
absolute truth; and it shows, also, how utterly foolish it is for
us to accept and act upon statements made to us by interested
parties concerning questions of this character. And yet we were
asked to accept this very kind of testimony, to believe it, and
to aet upon it, when at that moment the committee had in their
possession this official and authoritative report, showing a very
different state of facts, .

Mr, President, the committee is the creature, the agent, the
servant of the Senate, and I would like to know why the Sena-
tor from Utah, or some other Senator of this committee, did
not tell us about this? Why were we left to discover it almost
by accident? After I had called attention to the matter, the
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. LA ForLerte], a day or two later,
after conferring with me, introduced a resolution, which has
been agreed to, asking the State Department or the President
to furnish this report to the Senate. It has not yet been fur-
nished ; but, Mr, President, what was the need——

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President——

Mr. STONE. Just a moment. What was the need of call-
ing upon the State Department to send that information here
when it was already in the hands of the Finance Committee?
Why does not that committee—an organized agency of the Sen-
at&—ifumiah it itself? Now I yield to the Senator from Wis-
consin.

Mr., LA FOLLETTE. I will say, Mr. President, for the in-
formation of the Senator from Missouri, that I am advised by
the State Department that that document will be transmitted
to the Senate to-day. I hope it will be in print and in the
hands of Senators within another day.

Mr, STONE. Mr. President, that the table I have just put
into the Itecorp is correct is evidenced by a letter, which I hold
in my hand, from the State Department. In reply to an in-
quiry I made of the department as to whether it was correct,
the Acting Secretary, Mr. Wilson, on May 19, wrote me as fol-

In reply, I have the honor to inform you that a comparison of the
statistics in the table printed on page 2149 of the CONGRESSIONAL
Hecorp for May 18, 1909 (which is evidently the table to which you
refer), with the department's file copy of the original statement by the
German Government relative to wages paid in Germany to workmen

gaged in the manufacture of razors, shows no discrepancies.

Mr. President, I have taken time and pains to press this mat-
ter upon the attention of the Senate, and, as far as I can, upon
the attention of the country, because it illustrates, first, that the
Finance Committee is not dealing candidly with the Senate, and,
secondly, that the * testimony™ the committee offers on the

Incorreet | 10WS!:

staten‘lmh t

as sub-

Actual earnings. mitted in

the tariff

hearings.

Marks. Dollars. Dollars.
Schmiede (forgers). oo oocuiiamaeaaa. d5tods | B.33to10.7T1 | 4.30 to 7.00
Haerter (hardeners) 42to 48 | 10.00 to 11,43 | 4.30 to 6.00
Dry Brinders. e e e e senemenan—amnaa| 4,80 £0.5.70
Schleifer concavers (polishers)........... B85t0 75 | 15.47 to 17.85 | 4.80 to 9.00
Reider (handle makers). .. coeooeeeraeanas 40 to 44 9.52 t0 10.47 | 4.30 to 5.00
Abzieher (honers)-.----.-----..--------_‘__‘ 40 to 45 9.52 t0 10,71 | 2.50 to 6.00

It will be observed that the table shows the amount actually
paid in marks and in dollars, as reported by the German
Government, and in a parallel column it shows what the

wage question is under a cloud and is subject to revision.

Mr.. President, I turn now to another phase of this discus-
sion——

Mr. CULBERSON. Before the Senator passes from this
question of fact, I ask him if he means to say substantially
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that members of the Finance Committee presented affidavits as
to the difference between the wages in Germany and in the
United States which were contradictory to the official informa-
tion from the German Government which was then in the hands
of the committee?

Mr. STONE. Mr. President, the members of the Finance
Committee did not, nor did any member of that committee, so
far as I reecall, actnally present an affidavit; but the Senator
from Utah stated that he had such an affidavit or affidavits. :

Mr. SMOOT. Will the Senator object if, at this point in the
discussion, I put in the affidavits? I have them here, or will
send for them, and if he desires I will put them in right now.

Mr. STONE. I think the Senator had better put them in in
his own time. I will ask the Senator, however, to which he
gives the greater credence, an affidavit—I say “affidavit;” are
there more than one?

Mr. SMOOT. There are more than one.

Mr. STONE. How many?

Mr. SMOOT. I have not counted them; but there are a
number of them, I will say to the Senator.

Mr. STONE. All supposedly from German workmen, who
had eome here from that country?

Mr. SMOOT, Mr. President, I would rather—and will later,
if not mow—put the affidavits in the Recorp, and then the
Senator can see just who the affiants are and just what they
have to say.

Mr. STONE. To which would the Senator attach the greater
credence—the affidavits or the official report of the German Gov-
ernment ?

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, we were discussing the ques-
tion as to American wages, and it does seem to me that the
affidavit of a man who has within a short time labored in Ger-
many, received his wages there, and moved to this country,
working in the same identical business and carrying on the
game class of work here, ought, at least, it seems to me, to be
taken into consideration without a doubt.

Mr. STONE. Would the Senator from Utah object to my
putting this question to him: Whether he believes the Govern-
ment of Germany would make a false official report to this
Government?

Myr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I think a question of that kind
is out of place to be discussed here.

Mr. STONE. Well, I leave that to the judgment and discre-
tion of the Senator from Utah. May I ask the Senator, since
he has interposed—— -

Mr. SMOOT. I did not interpose.

. Mr. STONE. Let me ask this question: Why the Senator
did not inform the Senate of this report of wages furnished
by the German Government when this matter of comparative
wages was under discussion?

Mr. SMOOT. I will say frankly to the Senator that, so far
as the report is concerned, I did not examine it.

Mr. STONE. Did not examine it?

Mr. SMOOT. No.

Mr. STONE. Then the Senator merely examined the affida-
vits—merely took the statements of interested witnesses, manu-
facturers and employees, and turned the official report of the
German Government down. He did not consider it, it seems,
of sufficient importance even to pass it under his inquiring eye.

Mr. ALDRICH. I do not quite know what the Senator is
referring to; but I understand that he says the German Gov-
ernment sent a report here which is in the possession of the
Finance Committee.

Mr. STONE. Yes; I said that.

Mr. ALDRICH. The German Government sent a report here,
or, at least, a report was gent to us from the State Department
in German, which has never been translated, and we never have
had the time to translate it. ‘The Senator from Missouri seems
to know what is in it. I do not.

Mr. STONE. It would seem that the Senator from Rhode
Island did not want to know what was in it.

Mr. ALDRICH. I wanted to know very much, but I have
not had the time, as the Senator realizes, to have that long re-
port translated. The Senator seems to have some information
about it. I have no information on the subject.

AMr. STONE. I have seme information about it,

Mr. ALDRICH. Well, that is all right.

Mr. STONE. I have some information about it; and I did
not get it from the Senator from Rhode Island or from his
committee.

Mr. ALDRICH. No, of course not; because—

Mr. STONE. And the Senator from Rhode Island had at
his command the entire State Department, and all the other
departments, with an army of experts, translators, and so forth,

if he needed them, to put this German document in English,
The translation could have been made with ease and facility.

Mr. ALDRICH. But, Mr. President, the committee had abso-
lutely no knowledge of what was in the report. At the time it
was received I sent for an expert to have it examined, with a
view of reporting to us what was in it. Since that time the
State Department has asked us to return it; and there has
been no time for anybody to have ascertained what was in it,
unless the Senator has some knowledge of it of his own.

Mr. STONE., Mr. President, this presents a curious situation.
Here are Senators composing a great committee, engaged in
framing a tariff bill; and in the framing of which the question
of wages and the cost of production was one of the most im-
portant things to be considered. This report from the German
Government, sent to our State Department, was delivered to
the committee over which the Senator from Rhode Isiand pre-
sides. He knew what it was about; but unfortunately he ean
not rend German, and this report is in German, and therefore
he did not go to the trouble of having it translated that he
might find ont in English what it was about.

Mr. ALDRICH. This report was sent to the committee from
the State Department, without any statement as to what it
was about, in connection with, I imagine, two or three hundred
other similar communlieations from foreign governments in ref-
erence to the tariff. It eame to the committee in connection
with thousands of pages of writfen or printed or typewritten
matter, which it has been absolutely impossible for the com-
mittee to examine. The Senator, I imagine, has some sort of a
conception of the duties of that committee.

Mr. STONE. Some sort of conception.

Mr. ALDRICH. Yes; I hope so, anyhow.

Mr. STONE. Yes.

Mr. ALDRICH. And he realizes, I think, that it would not
be possible for the members of that committee to read, if they
knew German ever so well, several hundred, if not several
thousand, pages of a report from the German Government.

Mr. STONE. Well, Mr. President, it seems to me that if I
were a member of that great committee, and had any right to
speak, which the Demoeratic members did not have, and a
report as to the wages paid in sundry industries in Germany
had been officially made to our State Department, and had been
transmitted to the committee, I would have been curious to
know what it was, and if I had not been able to read it in
German I would have had it translated——

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President——

Mr. STONE., Wait a moment—and certainly I wounld not
have come into this Chamber and urged thé adoption of para-
graph after paragraph of this bill, upon the ground that the
wage in Germany is enly one-third of what it is in Ameriea,
when I had in my possession proof furnished by the Govern-
ment itself that the statement was incorrect.

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President, I was so curious that I sent
at once to the Bureau of Statistics to have them send a man to
examine this report. I want to say to the Senator from Mis-
gouri that if we had nothing else to do except to examine this
one report as to German wages, that statement would not have
ﬁu necessarily conclusive as to our action on any item in this

Mr. STONE. No; not conclusive.

Mr. ALDRICH. I can send to the Senator, if he desires, 100
volumes of statements of the relation between American and
German wages, many of them as authentic as the report to
whieh he now refers; and, if the Senator is at all curious upon
the subject, I will ask the librarian of the commitiee to send to
him in German, in French, and in English a hundred volumes,
if he wants to read them, upon this subject.

Mr. STONE. Oh, the Senator is fencing; he is evading. I
have equal access with the Senator to all information in the
libraries. I have not songht his aid in that direction. I am
talking of a different kind of information. And here I will say,
I think if the Senator had time to scan the 100 volumes of which
he speaks and which he invites me to peruse, he might have
found time to read an official report made recently by the Gov-
ernment of one of the greatest nations of the world concerning
an important feature of the very matter he was legislating
about.

Mr. ALDRICH. I have been reading upon this subject for
twenty-five years, as I suppose the Senator from Missouri has,
and I have a very clear conception about the relation between
the rate of wages in Germany and in the United States. As I
said to him the other day, I have a very recent report made by
our Labor Bureau, of which Doctor Neill is the head, which com-
pares in certain industries in the United States, in Great Britain,
and in Germany wages of certain specified kinds. To my mind
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that report is more coneclusive, because it is a comparison, an
official comparison, if you please, between the wages of the two
countries. I assume that this report of the German Government
does not undertake to say what are the wages paid in the United
States.

Mr. STONE. I assume it does not undertake to say what are
the wages paid in the United States, but I assume, also, that
it does undertake to say what are the wages paid in Germany.
We know ourselves about the American wage, and the German
Government and the German people ought to have some definite
and accurate idea as to the wage in Germany, I do not believe
the German Government would deliberately make a false report
to our Government. I would have been glad, at least, to have
known what they had to say.

Mr. ALDRICH. If the Senator would not consider it imperti-
nent, I would be glad to ask him how he ascertained what the
contents of that report were?

Mr. STONE. It is not impertinent. I have stated it already.

Mr. ALDRICH. I happened to be out.

Mr, STONE. I put that in the Recorp several days ago, and
I said at the time that it was furnished to me—not only this
table, but some others—by Mr. Montague Lessler, formerly a
Member of Congress.

Mr. ALDRICH. What relation has he to the German Gov-
ernment?

Mr. STONE. None; but I understood he had some relation
to the Finance Committee.

Mr. ALDRICH. He could not have had any relation to that
report, because it certainly has not been translated.

Mr. STONE. Well, he had relation to the Finance Commit-
tee, and he knew of this report and told me about it.

Mr. ALDRICH. What relation did he have to the Finance
Committee?

Mr. STONE. The Senator from Rthode Island ought to know
more about that than I.

Mr. ALDRICH. He has no relation with the Finance Com-
mittee, to my knowledge. I never heard the man’s name before.

Mr, STONE. Well, I do not know, of course. .

Mr. ALDRICH. I am now told that he was employed as an
attorney by the importers; but I never happened to hear of him
before.

Mr., STONE. I only know what he said, or what I under-
stood him to say. I saw him for a few minutes only, and I may
have misunderstood him. But that is wholly immaterial, and
I do not propose to be drawn off by a thing of that kind. It
does not matter how or from whom I got the information, or
whether Mr. Lessler was engaged as an expert by the Finance
Committee or by any member of the Finance Committee. All
that is immaterial. What I care about, and all I care about, is
that the report of the German Government to the State De-
partment was here in the possession of the Senate committee,
and we were not given the benefit of the information it con-
tained.

Mr. ALDRICH. If that is the gentleman, it now appears
he is the attorney for the importers in this case.

Mr. STONE. What difference does that make as to the thing
I am talking about?

Mr. ALDRICH., It makes no difference whatever; but when
the Senator says that he is an expert of the Finance Commit-
tee, or that he is in any way connected with the Finance Com-
mittee, I will say that there is nothing whatever of that kind
true. I myself never heard of the man’s name before.

Mr, STONE. I accept the Senator’s statement as to that.

Mr. ALDRICH. He certainly has never been connected in any
way with the Finance Committee; and if he has any knowledge
of an official report which has been sent to the State Department,
I am curious to find out how he secured that information.

Mr. STONE. I do not know how he secured it; I do not care
how he secured it; but the Senator from Rhode Island does
not deny that there is such a report or that his committee has
had possession of if, nor, I presume, will he question its authen-
ticity or accuracy any more than the German Government would
question an official report of like kind from this Government
to the Government at Berlin.

Mr. ALDRICH. I ask the Senator from Missouri how he
knows that this statement of the attorney is correct, and that
the statement which he makes is a part of the report of the
German Government? .

Mr. STONE. Does the Senator from Rhode Island eall it in
question?

Mr. ALDRICH. I think the presumption is all agninst it.

Mr. STONE. Does the Senator from Rhode Island think that
Ehe tubl(f I printed as coming from that report are untrue or
necorrect?

Mr. ALDRICH. I have no information about it at all. I do
not know whether they came from the report, and the Senator
from Missouri is not able to state from his own knowledge that
it did.

Mr. STONE. Well, I have knowledge. I have a letter here
from the Acting Secretary of State, which I read a few mo-
ments ago, in response to an inguiry I made of the Secretary
as to the accuracy of the table I had put into the Recorp, and
he says that it is accurate,

Mr. ALDRICH. YWho says that?

Mr. STONE. The Acting Secretary of State, Mr. Wilson.

Mr. MONEY. Will the Senator read the letter again?

Mr., STONE. I have read it, and I have just restated the
substance of it.

Mr. ALDRICH. I will be glad to have it read.

Mr, STONE. I will read it again for the benefit of the Sena-
tor. Here it is in full:

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, May 19, 1909.
Hon. WILLIAM J. STONE,
United States Senate. -

Sim: I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of l{m:u- letter of
the 17th instant requesting that information be sent you by the depart-
ment as to the accuracy of a table compiled by Hon. Mon e Lessler,
respec wages paid in the razor industry in Germany, printed in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

In reply, I have the honor to inform you that a com n of the
statistics in_the table printed on page 2149 of the CoONGRESSIONAL
Relfm;m for May 18, 1009 (which is evidently the table to which you
refer)—

And it was—

with the department’s file copy of the original statement by the Ger-
man Government relative to wages paid in Germany to workmen engaged
in the manufacture of razors, shows no discrepancies.

I have the honor to be, sir,

Your obedient servant, HUXTINGTON WILSON,

Acting Secretary.

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President, the experts of the committee
who have examined this document reported to me that it was
not a report of the German Government at all: that it was
a report of certain German boards of trade, giving what pur-
ported to be a statement of the wages paid in certain industries
by certain firms, and that the names of the firms were in every
case withheld.

Mr. STONE. It seems, then, that the matter was discnssed
by the Senator with the experts. He did not ignore the report,
nor was he wholly ignorant of its contents. He did not pass it
by without a thought or without attention. While he was read-
ing these 100 volumes he refers to, relating to the wage question
between foreign countries and the United States, he did take at
least a few moments to talk with the experts about this report
and was informed by them as to its contents. I do not know
what the experts told the Senator, but the Acting Secretary of
State, Mr. Wilson, says that the table printed, when compared
with the department’s file copy of the original statement by
the German Government, shows no inaccuracy. “The original
statement made by the German Government ” is the language of
the Secretary of State.

Mr. DEPEW. Mr. President——

Mr. STONE. In just a moment. When we get a response
to the resolution adopted the other day, calling for this decu-
ment, I suppose we shall have it in full. I said a moment ago
that it seemed to me to be a useless task to impose upon the
State Department to furnish this matter to us, when the in-
formation was already in the possession of a committee of the
Senate. I still think so, but I suppose we will have to wait.
Now I yield to the Senator from New York.

Mr. DEPEW. I simply want to ask whether that statement,
giving the rate of wages, includes the hours per day of labor?

Mr. STONE. The table I printed does not. I do not know
to what extent the report itself has gone.

Mr. DEPEW. The reason I ask the question is that I un-
derstand that while the hours with us are, as a rule, eight, they
are there, as a rule, ten. 2

Mr. STONE. I do not know whether that statement is cor-
rect. It may be so; but that is a wholly different question.
The complaint T make is that this information, whatever it is,
was not furnished to the Senate by the Finance Committee.
‘When we get the report, if we ever do, the Senator from New
York can better discuss it then. It can then be taken up and
discussed, examined, and explained, but not before. What the

Senator says may be so, or it may not be so. He does not as-
sert it as a matter within his own knowledge, but he says that
is his information. That information may have come from
some such affidavits as those the Senator from Utah says he
has. For myself I want something more definite. I have lost
faith in bald assertion and in that vague thing called “ in-
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formation,” coming from nobody knows where, or from whom.
But now, Mr. President, I drop this and pass to another phase
of the discussion.

THE REASONABLE PROFIT.

I wish now to say something about the closing sentence in
that clause of the Chicago platform which I have quoted—I
mean that part which lays down the policy of insuring, and
which proposes to insure *a reasonable profit to the manufac-
turer.” That is a new thing in our political economics.

It is not only a new doctrine, but startling as well. Insure
a reasonable profit to the manufacturer! Why should the Gov-
ernment of the United States assume that obligation? By what
right under the Constitution, or under anything else with which
we are familiar, does the Government of the United States
undertake to insure a reasonable profit, or any kind of profit,
to any man engaged in any business? And why give this guar-
anty to the manufacturer and to nobody else? It is not given
to the farmer, to the merchant, to the ordinary mechanie, to
men engaged in professional work, or to the common laborer.
The farmer, Mr, President, rises when the clarion call of the
chanticleer gives notice of the coming dawn, and plods his weary
way until the eircling orb sinks into the shadow of the night;
and the same is relatively true of other men. Who assures
them, or any of them, a profit on their indusiries? They have
money and brawn and brain invested, but they have no govern-
mental guaranty of profit behind them. One class only is
singled out and separated from all others—the manufacturers—
and it is now undisguisedly proposed to levy taxes upon all
others to assure a “reasonable profit” upon the investments
of manufacturers., It would seem that when the American
manufacturer was upon equal footing with the foreign manu-
facturer in the purchase of raw material, and then after we
have imposed a protective duty sufficient, and in most cases
more than sufficient, to cover the difference in the labor cost
between this country and other countries, that the manufac-
turer might be left to his own ingenuity, enterprise, and prow-
ess to meet the competition of the world for the markets of the
world. But it seems that they have become sgo spoiled, pam-
pered, and debauched by this policy of high protection that
they are not satisfied to enter the race for commercial suprem-
acy on equal terms with their competitors, but they demand a
government indemnity against loss; and even more than that,
they demand a government guaranty of profit. Mr. President, the
most amazing thing of all is that this remarkable demand is
not only tolerated, but it is granted. Can it be conceived that
the Republican party grants a demand so monstrous without a
consideration? And there I leave that question.

ATTACK ON MERCHANTS.

Mr. President, I turn now to another thing. The cost of living
in this country is very high. The American workingman does
get a higher wage for his day’s work than the European work-
ingman receives for his, but then he pays a great deal more
for the privilege of living. If there is a marked difference in
the day's wage in favor of the American, there is also a differ-
ence against him equally marked in the cost of living. But this
question of higher cost of living in America concerns not only
the wage-earner, but it concerns everyone. Much has been
said recently upan the floor of the Senate as to this matter of
higher cost of living in America. Everybody knows we pay
more for food, for clothing, for rents, for everything—far
more—than is paid in any other country in the world. The
people have begun to inquire into the cause and the wherefores
of this pronounced difference, and the inguiry propounded by
the people at home has been repeated here on the floor of the
Senate. And what has been the answer? Several Senators
here of Republican faith, not discreetly measuring the sig-
nificance of what they said, charged, directly or by inference,
that the exorbitant prices exacted of American consumers was
not due to the manufacturers, who are the immediate and chief
beneficiaries of the protective system, but was due to the greed
and conscienceless extortions of wholesale and retail merchants
throughout the country. These merchants were here indicted
by Republican Senators, and charged with the crime of extort-
ing from the American people; while, on the other hand, the
great industrial monopolies that have grown up under the fos-
tering shbelter of these tariff impositions have been pictured as
struggling and hard pressed. I know that since the junior
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Gore] a few days since delivered
his scathing philippie, his eaustic reproach, to those who made
this charge, they have been hunting cover. Since then they
have realized their mistake and have been affrighted because
of it. Since then they have been making explanations and de-
nials. Only the other day the Senator from Montana [Mr.
CarTtER] declared in so many words that no such charge had

been preferred against the merchants. Nevertheless, though
he was emphatie, he is mistaken, It may be that some of those
who made this attack did not do so in terms as direct as others,
but there were several who made statements of alleged facts,
who made comparisons, and who assumed to trace various ar-
ticles from the factory to the final purchaser, and in doing this
they did in substance and effect indict the merchants. Mr,
President, I believe all the Senators who made this outrageous
attack upon the wholesale and retail merchants of the country,
with one exception, have endeavored to run away from it and
escape its consequences. As soon as they found they held a hot
wire they have tried to drop it—all but one. I think he ought
to have a chance to make explanation and apology. I refer to
the Senator from California [Mr. Frint], and I am sorry I do
not see him present.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. He is here.

Mr. STONE. I am delighted to see that the Senator is pres-
ent, so that I may afford him an opportunity to tender his
apology to the retailers of the couniry and join the others at
the altar of confession and repentance. I read from the RREcorp
of May 15:

Mr. Crarp. What I was speaking of, Mr. President, is the unfairness—
not intentional, perhaps—of characterizing the difference in cost to the
retailer on what he sells as a profit, when out of that increased differ-
ence In price must come the share of the entire expense of the business.

Mr. President, I not only think we ought to have this information
for our own use, but I believe that, unintentionally perhaps, an in-
justice has been done the retailers of this country.

Mr. Frixt. The Senator looks around to me when he s s of in-
{ustice being done to the retailer. As far as any statement I have made
n reference to the retailer is concerned, I reiterate it—I think no in-
justice has been done the retailer. In my opinion, the retailers of this
country are making exorbitant profits. ny of the retailers who
have been making exorbitant profits have taken pains to circulate the
report that the high prices are caused by the protective tariff. This is
not a fact. I think many of these articles that have appeared in the
public press have been inspired by department stores. The effect of the
articles has been to call attention to the fact that they are making
extravagant and exorbitant profits out of their business. I want to
repeat and reiterate what I have sald on this subject.

And then he added:

I say that the retailers in this country have taken pains to circulate
petitions in their stores asking that the duty on this article or that
article be reduced on the ground that the tariff upon the article made
the high cost to the consumer. 1 want to say that in each instance
where they have sent in these petitions the tarilf is not a factor in
fixing the price, but it is the exorbitant &Erice charged by the retailer,
and a reduction in the duty would not reduce the price charged by the
department stores and other retail stores throughout the country.

Mr. FLINT. Mr. President

Mr. STONE. I yield to the Senator from California with
great pleasure.

Mr., FLINT, I simply wish to say to the Senator from Mis-
souri that I am receiving hundreds of letters from consumers
in the country who believe that there is a combination in many
of these stores to charge exorbitant profits, and before this de-
bate shall have been finished I propose to show that the price
charged by the manufacturers in this country for their goods
is not excessive; in other words, that the manufacturers of this
country are receiving only a reasonable profit on their sales,
The article then goes to a jobber, then to a wholesaler, and then
to the retailer, each making a profit. I am not prepared to say,
and do not say, that the net profit to the retailer is so great,
but I do say that the amount of expenses in connection with
the conduct of the retail stores throughout this country in the
large cities is so great that it makes an additional charge to
the consumer; that it is not the tariff that makes the increased
cost of the article, but the expense of conducting stores throngh-
out the country and the great profits that they make,

Mr, STONE. Mr. President, the Senator has made a half-
way apology to the retailers. He has not retreated, however,
as far from his position as did other Senators. He has much
of that fearless strength of character which belongs to far
western people, and therefore he stands a little more resolutely
by his guns. He retracts only in part; not in whole, as the
others did. He only modifies; he does not supplicate, Still
the Senator's explanation does not explain. He now says that
he is not prepared to assert that the retailers do in fact receive
a larger profit than they ought. The Senator shakes his head.

Mr. FLINT. I say the net profits.

Mr., STONE. Well, the net profit is what counts.

Mr. FLINT. There may lie the difference between the Sen-
ator and myself.

Mr. STONE. Oh!

Mr. FLINT. I want to say very clearly that I think that the
difference between what an article costs one of these department
stores and what it sells for is in every instance greater than
the duty on a similar article brought into this country.

Mr. STONE. But the retailer pays a given price for his
article to the manufacturer or the jobber or the wholesaler,
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and then sells it to his customer for a given price, and the
difference befween the two is supposed, in a general way, at
least, to represent his profit.

Mr, FLINT. Stating it just as the Senator from Missouri has
stated if, I confend that that is an excessive profit. The expense
of conducting business may bring down the net profit, but
the difference, as the Senator says, between what those goods
cost the retailer or the department store and what they sell
them for is an excessive and an exorbitant profit, in my opinion.

Mr. STONE. Of course the retailer incurs expense in run-
ning his business, which has to be charged against the cost of
what he sells.

The Senator from California declared in the extract which I
have read from the Recorp that the profit of the retailer is
exorbitant. Now he says he is not willing to stand by that
declaration without the modification he makes. But, Mr. Presi-
dent

Mr. MONEY. He sald it was outrageous, too.

Mr. STONE. My friend the Senator from Mississippi suggests
that I ought to add that the Senator from California declared
that the profit realized by the retailer was both exorbitant and
outrageous.

Mr. President, I do not believe that charge to be true. The
wholesale merchants have built up their businesses without pro-
tection. Often from small beginnings, by close attention to busi-
ness, by frugality, by industry, by all the things that contribute
to success, they have forged ahead without asking for laws that
would compel other people to pay them tribute. The retailers, at
least in my State, and I think in all the States, fight their own
battles, and they are not usually easy battles. Innine-tenths of
the towns and villages of the United States the retail merchants
make their own fires, sweep their own stores, often work in their
shirt sleeves, and live in unpretentious homes. The manufac-
turers—the special pets of this system of taxation, against
which I protest—live for the most part, as everybody knows, in
palaces, race over the country in automobiles, and sail the seas
in luxurious yachts. I am not “ kicking " because these men have
bamboozled the people and the Congress and are therefore for-
tunate. I simply do not want their sins unloaded on others.

Mr. President, I want to ask what is a “ reasonable profit? "—
and I want to put the Republican Senators here to the test on
that. What is a “reasonable profit?”

Mr. CULBERSON. The Senator from Missouri, if I under-
stand him, is discussing the general proposition whether or not
the tariff is added to the cost of the article to the consumer.
He is also discussing the question as to whether this addition
is reaped by the retailer or by the manufacturer. With refer-
ence to the first of these questions, by permission of the Sena-
tor, I want fo incorporate just here a sentence or two from
the report of the committee, which has been called to my atten-
tion, and my memory has been refreshed about it by an enter-
prising editor in New York. The report is from the proceedings
of the Congress of the Confederacy for December 16, 1782, and
wvas submitted by Mr. Hamilton, chairman of the eommittee,
of which Mr. Madison and Mr. Fitzsimmons were the other
members. The sentence to which I desire to invite attention in
support of the general proposition of the Senator from Mis-
souri is the following:

The most common experience—

Says Mr. Hamilton in this report—

joined to the concurrent e?ipinions of the ablest commercial and political
observers, has established beyond controversf this general principle,
that every duty on imports is incorporated with the price of the com-
modity and ultlmntelf paid by the consumer, with a profit on the duty
itself as a compensation to the merchant for the advance of his money.

Mr. STONE. Mr. President, I am gratified that my friend
the Senator from Texas has injected that very pertinent matter
into my speech. I resume at the point I was on when the Sena-
tor agreeably and profitably interrupted me.

MANUFACTURER’S PROFIT.

Mr. President, I have been endeavoring through interruptions
to discuss the Chicago platform declaration proposing to guar-
antee to the manufacturers a “ reasonable profit” on their in-
vestments, and I have said that I wanted to put Republican
Senators and I want to put the President to the test as to that.
There are a number of schedules that I might select for this
purpose, and I have hesitated as to which I should select for
the purpose of presenting this question in its most striking and
aggravating aspect. Mark you, the platform and Mr. Taft, as
the party candidate upon that platform, announced the new and
strange doetrine that a profit was to be guaranteed to men in-
vesting in manufacturing enterprises, but they said that it was
to be only a “reasonable profit "—nothing beyond that. Now,
among many that might be well selected for the purpose, T have
chosen the cotton schedule to illustrate and emphasize what I

have in mind. The cotton manufacturers of Massachusetts,
Rhode Island, and other States have been here in Washington
before the House Ways and Means Committee and the Senate
Finance Committee clamoring for increased tariff rates on their
products. They are not only asking for higher rates, but for
new and strange classifications. If you will examine, as no
doubt every Senator has, the statistical abstract prepared by
the Finance Committee, you will observe that on the face of this
document certain things are set down as luxuries and certain
other things as necessities. Surprising as it may be, it is never-
theless true that the committee have set down many cotton
fabrics, such as are commonly used as dress goods by the women
and girls in the middle classes—that is to say, the wives and
daughters of what is usually designated as the * common peo-
ple"—as luxuries. Common cotton dress goods, almost univer-
sally used, costing from 15 to 50 cents per yard in the country
stores, are set down and taxed in this bill as luxuries. Such
goods are already covered by a customs duty that any man not
tariff-mad would call highly protective, if not prohibitory; but
the makers of these commodities come here and ask for an in-
crease of duty, and that there may be some justification for
this demand they have these things of common necessity de-
scribed as “ luxuries.”

Mr. President, let us look at this. The Republican platform
and the President say that tariff taxes should be imposed,
among other things, to insure a *“reasonable profit” to the
manufacturers. Let us apply the good faith of this declaration
as it stands exemplified in this cotton schedule. These manu-
facturers have come here from the New England States to ask
for an inecrease of the duty, and the committee has yielded to
that demand. The rates have been appreciably enhanced prac-
tically all along the line, and in many instances they have been
doubled, or almost so. What justification ean be found for this
recommendation of the Finance Committee? Is this increase
necessary to insure these particular manufacturers a “ reason-
able profit” on their investment? Let us see. Mr. President,
I hold in my hand a statement showing dividends paid by the
principal cotton manufacturers in New Bedford, Mass., which
would be especially benefited by the propositions advanced in
this cotton schedule as reported by the Finance Committee,
showing the dividend payments of these mills for 1908. These
figures are authentic. They have been published by Sanford &
Kelley, bankers, in New Bedford, who deal in the stocks of
these manufacturing corporations. Moreover, they are matters
of public record, made so under the law of the State, and may
be easily verified. I submit to the Senate the following tables,
giving the names of several corporations, the capitalization of
each, and the dividends paid by each in 1908:

Dividend,
Corporation. Capital. 1908,

- Per eent.
Aenehoat M. ... e mnm cisis e v e s £500, 000 18
Clty Mannfacturing Co. 750,000 18
Dartmouth Manufaeturing Co 800, 000 66
Hathaway Manufacturing Co... ... ... _.__ .. .______ 800, 000 10
Pleree Manufacturing Coo ... ... 800, 000 16

The amount of the surplus of these corporations is not at this

time available; nor are the market values of their shares.
. I have not been able, Mr. President, to obtain possession of.
figures showing dividends paid in 1907. But the above per-
centages are comprised in total dividends paid by all cotton-
goods mills in 1908, of $1,798,505, against a total paid in 1907,
of $2,480,750. In other words, the general dividends paid by
New Bedford mills averaged over 88 per cent more in 1907 than
in 1908 ; and, on this basis, the mills above would have paid an
average dividend in 1907 of 34.7 per cent. I am told it is a mat-
ter of common knowledge in the trade, however, that the above
mills did even better than this in 1907.

The average dividend shown by the above figures for 1908 is
25.2 per cent.

Mr. President, it is proper te say that these statistics were
furnished me by Mr. F. B. Shipley, president of the Publicity
Committee of Wholesale Dry Goods Merchants of New York.
I have another statement here from the same source, equally
interesting, which I shall lay before the Senate.

This statement shows the dividends paid by nine cotton-goods
mills of Fall River, Mass., who would be principally benefited by
the proposed advances in the schedule. These figures are pub-
lished by Edwin J. Cole, banker and broker, of 8 South Main
street, Fall River, Mass. These figures are matters of public
record_in Massachusetts and may easily be verified. The table
to which I am about to refer gives the name of the corporation,
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the capital of the corporation, the surplus of each, the divi-
dend for 1907, and the market value of the shares January 1,
1909 :

Market
Divi- | value of
Corporation. Capital Burplus. dend, | shares
& 1907. | Januoary
1, 1909,
Per cent.
Border City Manufacturing Gr.-. $1,000,000.00 | $107,266.54 23.5 £150.00
Cornell Mills 400,000.00 233,578.76 16 180.00
Flint Mills 580,000,00 | 139,804.08 12 108.00
Narragansett Mills 400,000.00 | 142,220.85 11.5 135.00
Richard Borden Mnnufncturinz
| B /s I R e e R e 1,000,000.00 | 468,024.67 20 180.00
Sagamore Manufacturing Co... 900,000.00 | 848,763.57 30 180.00
Tecumseh Manufaeturing Co-... 750,000.00 | 249,188.02 14.5 150.00
Un[on Cotton Manufacturing
_____________________________ 1,200,000.00 | &72,544.66 85.5 195,00
'l‘my C. & W. Manufactory..... 800,000,00 | 866,529.28 67 & 330.00

o This is based on par of $100 per share. The actual par of shares is $500,
and the market price $1,650.

The average dividend aetually paid in 1007 was 25} per cen

The average selling price of all these companies on Jmum 1, 1909, of
$100 shares was $178.66.

It should be borne in mind that the above mills are those
making the general class of goods which would be most seriously
affected by the proposed advances of the Aldrich bill. Although
it is not a matter of public record, it is a matter of common
knowledge in the trade that, in addition to the above divi-
dends, these mills have paid enormous salaries to managing
officers, and that for some years they have been rebuilding and
enlarging their plants out of profits.

One of the largest “ fine goods ” mills of Fall River, not men-
tioned above, is “ King Phillip " Mills, which for the past four-
teen years has averaged 13.86 per cent dividends, including
extra dividends amounting to 100 per cent. Capital, $1,500,000;
surplus, $871,083.91; 135,072 spindles, It is said tbhat in addl-
tion this company has recently given away a lot of bonds to its
stockholders, probably paying additional dividends in that way,
and in that way attempting to conceal the payment.

Mr. President, I am told that the statutes of Massachusetts
require manufacturing corporations to furnish for public record
such data as that I have quoted. Some of the largest manu-
facturing plants of the country are in Rhode Island. I sought
dilligently to procure some authentic data as to those mills
similar to that I have read relating to the mills in Massachu-
getts. I was unable to obtain it. The Yankee in Rhode Island
geems to be somewhat shrewder than his brother in Massa-
chusetts. Rhode Island is little more than a miniature State,
put the people there know their business. Their chief business
is manufacturing, and they live on the balance of the country.
They have not passed any laws requiring the publication of
data that might prove embarrassing on occasions like this. In
this respect little Rhode Island has outgeneraled the old Bay
State.

Mr. President, notwithstanding all I have said, these manu-
facturers are here clamoring for higher duties. I want to
know, and I put the question to Republican Senators and to the
President, whether this is the * reasonable profit"” contem-
plated in the Chicago platform? Is this the “ reasonable profit”
Mr. Taft had in mind when he was addressing the American
voters last year? Is it not enough as it is? And why should
they come here and ask and receive at the hands of this Con-
gress a higher duty upon their products? Take this case and
tell me who is extorting from the people—the manufacturers
or the merchants? And remember, Mr. President, that I cite
this case only as an example; it is not exceptional.

PANIC 1893—CAUSE.

Now, Mr. President, hoping to conclude very soon, for I am
beginning to feel somewhat fatigued, I pass from all this, put-
ting aside some things I had in mind, to discuss another matter
and to refute some silly things that have been uttered here over
and again. Whenever we talk on this side of the Chamber, or
whenever the so-called “ progressive Republicans” talk on the
other side of the Chamber, of reducing the tax burden, the
Wilson law is flaunted in our faces, and the panic of 1893 to
1897, attributed to that law, is paraded as a solemn warning.
One might suppose from what we so often hear upon the other
gide that the country had never been afflicted with a panie ex-
cept the one to which I have referred.

But we had panics and industrial depressions long before and
since the Wilson law. We had one in the seventies, another in
the eighties, and another recently, from the effects of which we

have not yet recovered. They have fallen upon the land like
a blight periodically. -

Mr. President, I affirm what I believe to be absolutely true
and demonstrable, that the so-called “ Cleveland panie,” from
1893 to 1897, was not due to the Wilson law. That law had
little, if anything, to do with that disturbance.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. The Senator from Missouri is
bound to say that the panic continued as long as that law was
on the statute book.

Mr. STONE. Yes; and it began before that law was on the
statute book. The Wilson law, so called, or the Gorman-Wilson
law, although it laid somewhat lower rates of duty than the
Dingley law, was yet a highly protective statute. We all know
that after that bill came from the House it was so changed in
the Senate that its progenitors could not have recognized it on
the street. We know that by a combination of Republicans and
certain Democrats here in the Senate the House rates were
substantially and almost universally increased. We know that
Mr. Cleveland refused to sign the bill, because, as he said, it
represented party “ perfidy and dishonor; " that it did not keep
faith with the American people according to the pledge made in
the platform upon which he was elected; and he permitted it
to become a law under the provisions of the Constitution by
declining either to sign or to veto it. I wonder if Mr. Taft
will follow this distinguished example when he is put {e the
test a few weeks hence.

Mr. President, that panie storm of 1893 to 1807 broke on the
country a year before the Wilson law was enacted and while
the McKinley law was still in force. A widespread industrial
depression had prevailed throughout this country long before
Cleveland was elected President in 1892, and it prevailed abroad
as well as in this country. These are historical facts, and
therefore what is the need of men who care for the truth of
history, and who are not swayed wholly by narrow partisan
consideration, denying what they know to be true?

Every Senator upon that side, as well as upon this, knows
that the gold supply of the Treasury was practically exhausted
before Cleveland was elected President in 1892, and you know
how that was brought about. President Harrison had deter-
mined upon the policy of permitting every man holding any obli-
gation of the Government to demand its redemption and pay-
ment in gold, even though under the law and the contract it
might have been paid in either gold or silver. The Senator
smiles. Does he deny the accuracy of the statement?

Mr. SMITH of Michigan, The Senator from Washington [Mr.
Pires] smiled.

Mr. STONE. I am speaking of the Senator from Washington.

Mr. PILES. I was just amused at the exaggeration of the
Senator from Missouri.

Mr. STONE. Wherein have I exaggerated? I challenge the
Senator to say where I have exaggerated or misstated the truth.

Mr. BURKETT. ILet me read the Senator a quotation from
a Demoecratic paper as to the statement the Senator made.

Mr. STONE. I do not care for that.

Mr. BURKETT. I just wanted to show the exaggeration——

Mr. STONE. Does the Senator deny the accuracy of the
statement ?

Mr. PILES. I thought the Senator was greatly exaggerating
when he said the panic preceded the Wilson bill for about a
year, I think he said.

Mr. STONE. Yes; I =aid that, and I repeat it. The storm
cloud of that panic was already high on the horizon before
Cleveland was elected, and it swept the country with all its
fury months before the Wilson bill was passed and became the
law of the land. I state that as a matter of absolute historical
fact—a fact not too old to be forgotten by the men of this
generation.

Mr, BURKETT. I will say that I did challenge the state-
ment that there was any panie in this country before Cleveland
was elected, and I was going to read some Democratic newspaper
clippings that T happen to have at hand to demonstrate it to
the Senator. Of course if he objects to my reading them, I ean
not demonstrate it.

Mr. STONE. If the Senator has clippings from Democratic
papers, he had better read them at home. [Laughter.]

Mr. President, I suppose it will not be denied that during the
Harrigson administration preparation had been made to issue
bonds to borrow money in that time of peace to supply the de-
pleted gold reserve of the Treasury, nor will it be denied that
the piates for those bonds had been prepared before Cleveland
was elected.

I overlieard some Senator over there say in undertone that
this is getting into old things, and so it is; but you talk of old
things and so will I. I will not sit here and listen to Senators
upon the other side charge day after day that the pauic of
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1893 to 1897 was the outgrowth of the Wilson law, when they
must know and do know as well as we that that law was not
the cause nor even an important contributing factor to that
panic. I will not permit that silly political falsehood to go un-
challenged. Senators know that that panic was on the country
long before the Wilson bill was enacted, and that the country
was suffering from its dire effects for practically a year before
the Wilson Act became operative.

Senators shake their heads. Nevertheless, I speak the truth.
Republicans have got so much in the habit of assigning that
panie to the Wilson law that I suppose the weaker ones among
them really believe it. But, Mr. President, there are some Re-
publican Senators who know better, and who are candid enough
to say that the Wilson Act was not the cause, at least the chief
cause, of that panic. On April 22 of this year, answering this
very charge, the distinguished Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
NeLsoN] said:

Let me answer the Senator from New Hampshire.
justify the law of 1894, 1 want to be
to say that all of the stagnation that prevailed during those dreary
F ks St Seinx o 1t vicioow Sondtcioms et wbIEk G carcency
existed.
tariff.

That Senator knew the truth, as others know it, but he had
more courage and candor than some others in telling it. I
wish there were more than there are upon that side as broad
and liberal and fair as the Senator from Minnesota. But most
of you have made up your minds to stick to this old story, true
or false. You have found it to be a dividend-paying political
asset, and so you intend to keep on peddling it in the press, in
the CoNoressioNAL Recorp, and from the stump. Except for
the question of veracity involved, I do not blame you.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. President, I am very much
interested in the argument of the Senator from Missouri, and
I do not want to disturb him; but I should like to ask him
whether the languishing of the woolen industry in this coun-
try was attributable to free raw wool from Australia and New
Zealand, or to our financial laws?

Mr. STONE, O Mr. President, the Senator from Michigan
is seeking to divert me now into the discussion of a particular
schedule.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan, I was just taking one.

Mr. STONE. I am discussing general conditions as they ex-
isted then—— :

Mr., SMITH of Michigan. I thought I would take one.

Mr. STONE. But I will not be diverted from a general
argument into a controversy over a detail.

Mr. President, I affirm, as the Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
Nerson] affirmed a few days since, that the oft-vaunted Cleve-
land panic was due far more to financial conditions than to
the tariff. It was due to an inadequate supply of money to
meet and accommodate the business demands of the American
people. Mr. President, I want here to put some indisputable
facts in the REcorp regarding this. I want to show what the
general financial situation was at that time with respect to
the people at large. First, at the time of Cleveland’s second
inauguration, in 1893, the per capita circulation of the United
States was only about $19 to $20. Those who know anything
know that values of property are affected by the volume of
money in eirculation and available; that these values are more
affected by that than by any other one thing. When the money
volume is too small, property values go down, and then again
they go up in correspondence with any perceptible increase in
the volume of currency. Not only are property values affected
in this wise and from this cause, far more than from any other
cause, but labor wages and industrial conditions are likewise
affected and in like degree by the same cause.

Mr. GALLINGER. Has the Senator from Missouri any
figures to show what the per capita circulation of money was
in 1893, as compared with the preceding year? Was there an
actual searecity of money in that year?

Mr. STONE. Yes.

Mr. GALLINGER. Has the Senator from Missouri the figures
to show that?

Mr. STONE. There was an actual scarcity of money. I
have not at hand the exact information in official form which
the Senafor calls for. I have not at my desk at this moment
the reports of the Treasury Department or the other available
sources of information on this subject; but I did not suppose
that that would be called in question. That, I assumed, was a
matter of such common, acknowledged, and universal informa-
tion that I did not suppose it would be ecalled in question.

Mr. GALLINGER. T do call it in question, for I have every
reason to know that there was not a shrinkage in the per
capita eirculation of money at that time.

While T do not
fair enongh and manly enough

It was on account of that as much as on account of the

Mr. STONE. The Senator says “a shrinkage.”
ing of the actual amount available.

Mr. GALLINGER. Then, I will put it in that form.

Mr, STONE. The per capita circulation of the country——

Mr. GALLINGER. I put it in that way, for I have every
reason to believe that there then was sufficient money to carry
on the business of the country.

Mr, STONE. There may have been in New Hampshire.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. There was more money then in
circulation than ever before. .

Mr. GALLINGER. The Senator from Michigan suggests
that there was more.

Mr. STONE. I do not think so.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan,
capita than ever before.

Mr. STONE. I join issue on that. The Senator says there
was more money in cirenlation——

Mr. GALLINGER. If the Senator from Missouri will permit
me, he calls attention to the difference which existed before
the time that President Harrison went out of office, We all
admit that the Senator has stated it substantially correct; but
the Senator is doubtless very familiar with the platform
adopted by the Democratic party on June 21, 1892, in which the
threat was made, which every manufacturer in the United
States understood to mean, that the protective principle would
be absolutely withdrawn if the Democratic party came into
power. The Senator knows that.

Mr. STONE. I know what the platform said.

Mr, GALLINGER. The Senator knows it,

Mr. STONE. I know the platform declared in favor of a
tariff for revenue.

Mr. GALLINGER. Yes; and a little more than that. It
declared that—

The Federal Government has no constitutional power to impose and
collect tariff duties, except for the purposes of revenue only.

Mr. STONE. 1 adhere to that.

Mr. GALLINGER. And the platform declared that it was
unconstitutional to collect money for any other purpose.

Mr. STONE. I will ask the Senator from New Hampshire
to state now if he believes that the Congress of the United
States has the constitutional right to levy a tax purely for the
purpose of protection and without reference to revenue?

Mr. GALLINGER, Certainly not; but I will say to the Sen-
ator from Missouri that I agree with Washington, with Jeffer-
son, with Madison, with Monroe, and with Jackson, that we
ought, in levying taxes, to take care of our manufacturing in-
dusiries. The Senator from Missouri knows that., So I need
not go into it. :

Mr. STONE. Of course, I agree to that,

Mr. GALLINGER. That is exactly what the Democratie
party denied in the platform preceding the election of Mr.
Cleveland.

Mr. STONE. No; the Democratic party never denied that.

Mr. GALLINGER. Oh, yes; they did.

Mr. STONE. They never denied that any duty levied upon
imports is, to the extent of that duty, a protection to American
industries; and while we stand for the fundamental doectrine of
a tariff for revenue, we are glad to give to American industries
the benefit of that tax.

Mr. GALLINGER. 1 differ with the Senator from Missouri
on that peint; and I make the assertion that if $2 is a protective
duty, $1 may be absolutely destructive to the protected interests
of the country; that it is not necessary to go to absolute free
trade, but that the moment we get beyond the protective point
our manufacturing industries must go to the wall, because they
can not compete with foreigners.

Mr. STONE. Well, a duty of a dollar levied upon a given
article certainly is a protection to that extent. It might nof,
in the view of the Senator from New Hampshire, be a protec-
tion to the extent he desired. He would probably desire to ex-
clude foreign competition altogether, or at least to cripple it as
much as possible by the higher rate. But, Mr. President, I will
not proceed further on this line, for I do not wish to become
involved in the discussion of the details of a tariff policy.

Mr. GALLINGER. If the Senator will permit me, a duty is
not any protection if it does not put us on an equal footing with
foreign manufacturers. If it enables them to come into our
market places and underbid us, then the so-called * protection
that the Senator speaks of is not any protection at all. We are
at their mercy.

Mr. STONE.
discussion.

Mr. GALLINGER. Not at all.

Mr. STONE. Yes. But let us be practieal, rather than theo-
retical. Your platform proposed to levy a duty only high

I am speak-

I join issue on that.
There was more circulation per

The Senator is still insisting upon an academic
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enough to cover the difference in the cost of production abroad
and in the United States and to assure a reasonable profit to
the manufacturers. You declared that when that was done the
duty was high enough, and Mr. Taft declared that anything
beyond that was excessive. There is no use in theorizing or
engaging in academic debate. You have yourselves established
a rule to be followed in laying duties. You established a rule,
but you do not adhere to it. As we pass along from one thing
to another you hear arguments from that side to the effect that
a given duty, estimated in accordance with the platform decla-
ration, is not, in the language of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire, sufficient “to put us on an equal footing with foreign
manufacturers, and that, therefore, the so-called °protection’
is not any protection at all.” Mr. President, I have shown in
argument and by specific illustrations that the plan followed
here is to impose duties not in accordance with the rule pre-
scribed at Chieago, but to please the manufacturers and satisfy
their greed. I have shown instances where the tariff not only
covers every possible difference in the cost of production, but
that under the tariff we now have the manufacturers were mak-
ing a profit on their investment of from 20 to 30 per cent and
over, and yet the I'inance Committee are proposing in those
very industries to increase the rates. I presume that that is
being done on the theory of the Senator from New Hampshire,
For myself, while intensely anxious to be in all things fair and
just to the manufacturers, I desire also to be equally fair and
just to the consumers.
TAXING FOWER.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. - Will the Senator permit me to ask him
a question?

Mr. STONE. Yes.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. The Senator from Missouri has as-
sailed the protective policy as being unconstitutional. Laying
aside the power of the Government under the taxing clause of
the Constitution, the Senator from Missouri will recognize that
the Government of the United States is a sovereign Nation, hav-
ing all the powers of any other sovereign nation.

Mr. MONEY. I deny that.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. And as such, may it not absolutely
prohibit some particular class of goods coming in from a foreign
country if it deems that their importation is harmful? If it
may do that, may it not impose duties, or in any other way
enact laws, that will prevent their coming in in such way as to
be injurious to the United States or to the industries of the
United States?

Mr. STONE. Mr. President, I think the Government of the
United States is a Government of limited and delegated powers,
and not of inherent powers.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Mr. President, if the Senator will per-
mit me right there, I agree with the Senator that the Govern-
ment of the United States is a Government of delegated powers
go far as its relations with the various States of the Union are
concerned; but I deny that it is a Government of delegated
powers when it comes to deal with a foreign nation. In our
dealings with foreign nations, as I claim, the Government of the
Tnited States is a sovereign power dealing with foreign nations
in its sovercign capacity, and not by virtue of its delegated

Wers.
poMr. STONE. Declining to be provoked into a protracted dis-
cussion of these old guestions with the Senator from Utah, for
that would divert me from my present purpose, I should like,
nevertheless, to inquire of the SBenator whether he agrees with
his colleague, the Senator from New IIampshire [Mr. Gar-
riveer], that the Government of the United States can not pass
a law imposing taxes solely for the purpose of prohibiting the
introduetion of foreign goods into the United States? Would
such a law, so entitled, be a constitutional enactment?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Yes, Mr. President, I think the Govern-
ment of the United States has absolute power to prohibit the
importation of goods from any particular couniry in the world
that it sees fit to do. The Government of the United States has
done that in the case of convict-made goods. We have abso-
lutely prohibited the importation of convict-made goods from
foreign lands; and that, if the Senator will permit me, illus-
trates very well the difference between what I may call the
sovereign powers of the Government and the delegated powers
of the Government. I think we can not prohibit the transporta-
tion of convict-made goods from one State to another, but I
think that we have the absolute power to prohibit the importa-
tion of convict-made goods from a foreign nation, because in
the latter case we are operating under the sovereign power of
the United States, and in the other case, that of the transporta-
tion of goods among the States, we are acting under the dele-
gated powers.

Mr. RAYNER. Mr. President, will the Senator from Missouri
allow me?

Mr. STONE. I yield.

Mr. RAYNER. I should like to know whether the Senator
from Utah means that we can use the taxing power to prohibit
importations? y

Mr. SUTHERLAND, I was not discussing the taxing power.
I expressly stated——

Mr. RAYNER. Yes; but the Senator from Missourl was dis-
cussing the taxing power. IIe was not discussing the regulation
of commerce.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. If the Senator from Maryland will per-
mit me, the Senator from Missouri was asserting, as I under-
stood him, that we have no power to protect the industries of
this country by prohibiting the importation of goods from
abroad. He was discussing it under the taxing power.

Mr. RAYNER. One moment——

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I was simply, if the Senator will permit
me further, directing the attention of the Senator from Missouri
to the whole power which the Government of the United States
may exercise.

Mr. RAYNER. The point I want to get at is this: Does the

“Senator from Utah contend that we can levy a tax for the pur-

pose of prohibiting importations? That is the question that I
should like to have answered.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I do, Mr. President. I contend that
very thing.

Mr. RAYNER. Well, Mr. President, the Senator from Utah
is against all the text writers on the subject.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Well—

Mr. RAYNER. Just one moment upon that proposition.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Let me say——

Mr. RAYNER. Let me just finish my statement,

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Very well

Mr. RAYNER. The Senator from Missouri is not discussing
the power of Congress to prohibit importations under the right
to regulate commerce. That is an open gquestion, and the au-
thorities lean toward the proposition of the Senator from
Utah; but the proposition that I assert—and I assert it now,
because I intended to discuss it this afternoon, but I shall de-
fer doing so until some other opportunity presents itself—is
that we have no right to use the taxing power for the pur-
pose of preventing importations-or of prohibiting importa-
tions. The taxing power can not be used for any such pur-
pose; and if upon the face of this bill, with hundreds of im-
portations prohibited, you proclaim that you are using the
taxing power for that purpose, this bill would be unconstitu-
tional. In every case that has gone before the Supreme Court,
they have said that they could not decide upon the constitu-
tionality of the question, because the bill upon its face set
forth that it was for the purpose of collecting revenue.

Now, before the Senator answers me, let me give him just a
line or two upon this subject in the discussion of this proposi-
tion by one whom I consider the best text writer upon the
subject, because it is not only said by him, but followed up by
Cooley and substantially conceded by Story. He states the
proposition thus, and I read from Tucker on the Constitution :

What, then, does the power to regulate commerce mean?

First. It does not mean the power to levy duties wpon forelgn im-

rts, for the reasons already given; and these reasons are sustained
Eo this additional observation: SBuppose the Constitution had granted

e power to late commerce and had not granted the power to tax,
could Congress have taxed under the power to regulate commerce? Or,
e contra, if the power to tax had been granted, but that to regulate
commerce had been denied, could Congress, under the power to tax,
have regulated commerce?

My proposition is this: That if you want to prohibit imports,
you can prohibit them under the clause to regulate commerce.
You need not say so; and there is where you are practicing a
fraud upon Congress, upon the Constitution, and upon the
Supreme Court; but when you levy a duty, you must levy that
duty for revenue. The Supreme Court has stated that they can
not hold any of these bills to be unconstitutional simply because
they can not tell upon the face of them whether the duty is
levied for revenue or not. If you would send to the Secretary’s
desk now—and I propose to do it when the opportunity pre-
sents itself—a bill which declared upon its face that a revenue
duty was laid for the purpose of prohibiting importations and
shown to the Supreme Court that that was the purpose of the
measure, I assert now, without the fear of successful contra-
diction, that that bill wounld be an unconstitutional bill upon its
face.

I have never heard that proposition contradicted. All the
text writers—Cooley and all of them—agree upon that propo-
gition. If you want to accomplish the prohibition of importa-
tions, you must do it under the right to regulate commerce.
You can never abuse the taxing power of the Government for
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the purpose of preventing and prohibiting importations; you
must do it ostensibly for the purpose of collecting revenue.
That was the decision in the great case of Fenno v. The Veazie
Bank, in Eighth Wallace, which my friend from Utah will
recollect.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Mr. President, will the Senator from
Missouri permit me just a word? -

Mr. STONE. I yield to the Senator. !

Mr., SUTHERLAND. I will not trespass upon the Senator’'s
time, if he objects.

Mr. STONE. No; I will yield.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I was not discussing the power of the
Government of the United States under the taxing clause of the
Constitution. The Senator from Maryland says that, when we
prohibit the importation of goods from a foreign country, we
are doing it under the commerce clause of the Constitution. I
do not think so. The commerce clause of the Constitution gives
Congress the authority to regulate commerce, not to prohibit it;
and when we prohibit the importation of goods from a foreign
country, my position about it is that we are proceeding under
the sovereign powers of the Government of the United States,
which powers are to be distinguished from the delegated powers.

Mr. RAYNER. Mr. President, there is no sovereign power
in the Government of the United States. I emphatically pro-
test against the assertion of such a proposition. There is no
power in the Government of the United States except the power
that is contained in the enumerated articles of the Constitution.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I beg to differ with the Senator from
Maryland——

Mr. RAYNER. The Senator——

Mr, SUTHERLAND. Just a sentence, and then I will close,
because I realize that I am trespassing on the time of the
Senator from Missouri.

I take the position that the Government of the United States
possesses two classes of powers; namely, its delegated powers,
in its operations among the various States of the Union, and its
sovereign powers, which are the sovereign powers of any sover-
eign pation in the world.

Mr. RAYNER, Will the Senator from Missourl indulge me?

Mr. STONE., Certainly. )

Mr. RAYNER. Does the Senator from Utah assert, for the
first time in this Chamber (with one single exception, perhaps,
and that is the senior Senator from Indiana, who has asserted
that proposition), that there is any inherent power in the Gov-
ernment of the United States, or that it has any power what-
ever, except such powers as are contained in the Constitution
and in the enumerated articles of the Constitution? Does the
Senator pretend that we could even collect revenue, or that we
could regulate commerce, or that we could do anything else,
except in accordance with the enumerated powers of the Con-
stitution? ;

The right to regulate commerce comes from no inherent power
vested in the Government of the United States. The right to
regulate commerce comes in pursnance of the provisions of the
Constitution. The right to impose taxes, duties, excises, or
imposts does not originate from any inherent power in the Gov-
ernment of the United States. It comes from the article of the
Constitution that gives us that power; and now, if the Senator
from Missouri will excuse me, before I resume my seat, I will
quote four or five lines from perhaps the greatest text writer
on this subject, to show that under the power to collect revenue
you can not lawfully use that power for the purpose of prevent-
ing and prohibiting impertations. I will quote this from Judge
Cooley :

Constitutionally a tax can have no other basis than the raising of
revenue for public purposes, and whatever governmental exaction has
not this basis is tyrannical and unlawful. A tax on Imports, therefore,
the purpose of which is not to ralse revenune, but to discourage and in-
directly prohibit some ?arﬂculﬂr import for the benefit of some home
manufacturer, may well be questioned as being merely colorable, and
therefore not warranted by constitutional prineiples.

And I want to call the attention of the Senator from Utah
to this particular proposition. He says that as it is a duty from
which revenue may be derived, the judicial power, where the
motive of laying does not appear on the face of the act, can
not condemn it as being unconstitutional, but it is none the
less a violation of the Constitution by the legislator who knows
its object, and levies the duty from a motive not justified by
the Constitution.

- Mr. MONEY. Will the Senator from Missouri permit me
there?

Mr. STONE. Certainly.

Mr. MONEY. Mr. President, I do not want to intrude into
this debate, except to say that if the argument of the Senator
from Utah, that this Government has any sovereign or inherent
powers is correct, then it was absolutely useless to delegate

any powers to it. There would be an absolute absurdity in any
convention delegating to the Government everything which it
already had. If it was sovereign, it had all the powers of sov-
ereignty. There is no difference in Sovereign States, however
small or however large they may be; they are exactly the same,
and there can be no delegation of power where that power al-
ready exists.

Now, in answer to what the Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. Garrixger] has said and what the Senator from Utah
[Mr. SuTHERLAND] has said upon this subject, I want my friend,
the Senator from Missouri, to read a quotation that I have here,
which, however, is somewhat long, and I want to say that this
is almost uniform with all the text writers—I believe all except
one—and that I have selected it from Mr. Cooley, because he
is not only one of the greatest jurists this country ever pro-
duced, and one of the clearest and most accurate in his ex-
pressions, but because he is a Republican, and his authority
ought not to be questioned here. I will agk the Senator from
Missouri if he is willing to incorporate this as a part of his
remarks?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Will the Senator from Missouri permit
me to ask the Senator from Mississippi a question?

Mr. STONE. I will permit the Senator to ask a ques-
tion, but it seems to me that I have been already overin-
dulgent.

Mr. SUTHERLAND, The Senator has been very kind. I
simply want to ask the Senator from Mississippi if the States of
the Union, in forming the Constitution, reserved to the States
any power to deal with foreign nations?

Mr. MONEY. If the Senator will read the ninth and tenth
amendments to the Constitution, he will see that the powers
not expressly delegated to the General Government are reserved
to the States and the people thereof. That is the answer.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. The Senator does not quite answer my

uestion.

% Mr. MONEY. I thought I had completely answered the ques-
tion, but I want to read more, if the Senator will permit me.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Has any State in the Union the power
to deal directly with a foreign nation?

Mr. MONEY. Nobody has contended so. That is not a ques-
tion that can be properly raised here, for nobody has ever con-
tended that it could. On the contrary, it is understood that
their relations with foreign nations ceased, and they now act
only through a certain form of government which they insti-
tuted for that very purpose, of communicating with foreign
countries.

Mr. SUTHERLAND, Then, the States did not reserve that

wer ?

DOMr. MONEY. They did reserve all the power that is not given
to the General Government.

Mr. STONE. Mr. President, T must decline to yield further.
While this debate has been interesting and instructive, it has
drifted entirely away from the line I was attempting to follow.
I can not protract it, nor permit it fo be done, or else my speech
will get lost in the shufile. However, as the Senator from Mis-
sissippi [Mr. Moxey] has handed me some matter taken from
one of Judge Cooley’s commentaries, with the suggestion that I
read it and incorporate it in my remarks, I will pause long
enough to do that before again taking up the original thread of
my discourse. What I am about to read is a part of Chap-
ter IV, beginning on page 57, of Cooley’s Principles of Consti-
tutional Law:

THE PURPOSES.

Constitutionally a tax can have no other basis than the ralsing of a
revenue for publie pur , and whatever governmental exaction has
not this basis is annical and unlawful. A tax on imports, therefore,
the purpose of which is not to ralse revenue, but to discourage and
Indirectly prohibit some particular import for the benefit of some home
manufacturer, may well be questioned as being merely colorable, and
therefore not warranted by constitutional principles. = But if any in-
come is derived from the levy, the fact that incidental protection is
glven to home industry can be no objection to it, for all taxes must be
laid with some regard to their effect upon the prosperity of the people
and the welfare of the country, and their validity can not be determined
by the money returns. This rule has been applied when the levy pro-
duced no returns whatever, it being held not competent fo assail the
motives of Congress by showing that the levy was made not for the pur-
gose of revenue, but to annihilate the subject of the levy by Imposing a

urden which it could not bear. (Veazie Bank v». Fenno, 8 Wall., 53%4
Practically, therefore, a law purporting to levy taxes, and not bLeing on
its face subject to objection, is unassailable, whatever may have been the
real purg:-se. And perhaps even prohibitory duties may be defended as
a regulation of commerclal intercourse,

LEVIES FOR FRIVATE PURPOSES.

Where, however, a tax is avowedly lald for a private purpose, it Is
illegal and vold. The following are illustrations of taxes for pri-
vate Ng;.lrposes: A levied to aid private parties or corporations to
establish themselves in business as manufacturers (Loan Association v.
Tog:eka. 20 Wall., 655, 663 ; Allen v. Jay, 60 Me., 124) : a tax to supply
wi rovisions and seed such farmers as haye lost thelr crops (State v.
Osawkee, 14 Kans., 418) ; a tax to build a dam which, at tﬁ:u'etion. is
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to be devoted to private purposes (Attorney-General v. Hau Claire, 87
Wis., 400) : a tax to refund moneys to Individuals which they have pald
to relleve themselves from an impending military draft ('glwn v. Bcgool
Directors, 51 Penn. 8t., 9 ; Crowell v. Hopkinton, 45 N. H., 8 ; Usher v.
Colchester, 33 Conn., 567 ; Freeland v. 10 Allen (Mass.), 570 ;
Miller v. érandy 18 Mich., 540) ; and so on. In any one of these cases
the public mea be incidentally benefited, but the incidemtal benefit is
only such as the public might receive from the industry and enterprise
of individuals in thelr own affairs and will not support exactions under
the name of taxation,

Baut, Eﬁmuﬂy, the determination what is a public purpose belongs to

ture,

the leg and its action is subject to no review or restraint so

long as it is not manifestly colorable. All cases of donbt must be solved
lunfamr of the valldity of legislative action, for the obvious reason that
the question is legislative, and only becomes judicial when there is a
plain excess of legislative uuthor:ti. A court can only arrest the pro-
ceedings and declare a levy void when the absence of public interest in
the purpose for which the funds are to be ralsed is so clear and palpa-
ble as to be ‘%ementlble to any mind at first blush. (Broadhead v. Mil-
waukee, 19 Wis., 624, 652; Cheaney v. Hooser, ® B. Monr. (Ky.), 830,
345 ; Booth v. Woodbury, 32 Conn., 118, 128 ; Hammett v. Philadelphia,
65 Penn. St., 146; Tidée Water Co. v. Coster, 18 N. J. Eq., b18.

Where a law for the levy of a tax shows on its face the purpose to
collect money from the people and aﬂproprlate it to some private object,
the execution of the law may be resisted by those of whom the exaction
{s made; and the courts, if appealed to, will enjoin collection, or give
remedy fn damages if property is seized. But if a tax law on its face
discloses no illegality, there can, in general, be no such remedy. BSuch
is the case with the taxes levied under authority of Congress,; they are
levied without any specification of cular purposes to which the col-
lections shall be dyevuted, and the fact that an intent exists to misapply
some- portion of the revenue produced can not be a ground of illegality
in the tax itself. In cases arising in local government an intended mis-
appropriation may sometimes be enjoined; but this could seldom or
never happen in case of an intended or suspected misappropriation by
a4 State or by the United States, neither of them being subject to the
process of injunction. The remedies for such cases are therefore
political, and can only be administered through the elections.

AVERAGE AD YALOREMS.

Mr, President, I will now return to the line of discussion
I wag following when interrupted. I was then endeavoring
to show that the panic of 1893-1897 was not due to the so-
called “ Gorman-Wilson bill,” but was chiefly due to the finan-
cial or monetary conditions prevailing at that time. I said,
and I repeat, that the Gorman-Wilson bill was essentially a
protective measure. It certainly was not a purely revenue
measure. It ranked well among the highest protective laws we
had ever had up to that time.

I sent down the other day to the Bureau of Manufactures
asking to be furnished with the ad valorem rate of duty charged
and collected on dutiable importations during the existence
of the law of 1883, during the McKinley Act, during the Wil-
son Act, and during the Dingley Act, with the average of the
duty for the different years covered by the different laws.
According to the statement furnished me, the average duty paid
on dutiable imports between 1884 and 1890, under the act of
1883, covering a period of seven years, was 45.18 per cent;
under the MeKinley Act, from 1891 to 1894, the average on
dutiable imports was 48.67 per cent; under the Gorman-Wilson
Act, from 1805 to 1897, the average on dutiable imports was
41.29: and under the Dingley Act, from 1808 to 19006, the
average was 48.64 per cent.

So it will be observed that there was only a slight difference

in the average ad valorem rate collected under the act of 1883
and the average collected under the Gorman-Wilson Act. This
plainly shows that all of these laws were essentially protective,
and that fact will become all the more evident if you compare
any of these laws with the previous protective-tarifi laws
enacted by Republican Congresses. -
. And so I reassert, and am well justified in doing it, that the
depression and stagnation of business in 1893-1897 was not the
result of “ Democratic free trade,” as Republicans so per-
sistently and foolishly insist, but was due to an inadequate
supply of available money to accommodate the business needs
of the country. Money was scarce, the rates of interest high,
industrial activity was limited, business enterprise made diffi-
cult, if not impossible, and the people generally were forced
to incur a vast burden of indebtedness. Nothing better illus-
trates this contention than the fact of that widespread and
almost universal individual indebtedness of the people.

Mr, President, there has never been a time in our history
when the people of the country everywhere, in all the States,
were so weighted with individual indebtedness as they were
when Mr. Cleveland took his oath of office in 1893. And this
indebtedness was for the most part incurred, and it grew with
amazing rapidity, during the prevalence of Republican tariff
laws and when the Republican party was in control of the ma-
chinery of government.

If we examine the census of 1880, we will find that the num-
ber of mortgages then in force was 2,587,610, securing an in-
debtedness of $2,494,870,088. In ten years, from 1880 to 1890,
while high protective laws enacted by a Republican Congress
were still in force, the private mortgage indebtedness of the
people—I am speaking now of real estate morigage indebted-

ness, not other descriptions of personal indebtedness—increased
in the number of mortgages from 2,587,610 to 4,770,098, and
the amount of the debts secured increased from $2,494,870,088
to $6,019,679,985. The increase in the number of mortgages in
ten years was 84.64 per cent, and the increase in the amount of
the debts secured during this haleyon decade of supreme Repub-
lican control was 141.28 per cent.

And, Mr. President, here is another startling fact which
throws futrther and additional light upon the situation: When
Mr. Cleveland became President in 1803, 60.32 per cent of the
entire acreage of the State of Kansas was under mortgage;
54.73 per cent of the entire acreage of Nebraska was under
mortgage; 51.76 per cent of the entire acreage of South Dakota
was under mortgage; 4695 per cent of the entire acreage of
Towa was under morigage. And other States—many of them—
were in substantially the same condition. The States I cite are
but examples; they are not exceptional. Moreover, even before
the date of Cleveland’s inauguration 28.80 per cent of the entire
acreage of the United States, or more than one-fourth, was
under mortgage—that is, lands outside of towns and cities—and
23.99 per cent of all the town and city lots of the United States
were under mortgage.

And now let me say a word as to the per capita of private
indebtedness at that time and give some striking examples:
Exeluding Los Angeles and San Francisco, the per capita in-
debtedness of California at that date was $192, and in Los
Angeles and San Francisco the per capita indebtedness was
$215. The per capita in Colorado, outside of Arapahoe County,
in which Denver is located, was $134, and in Arapahoe County
$360. The per capita in Illinois, outside of Cook County, was
$73; in Cook County, embracing the city of Chicago, it was
$161. The per capita in Minnesota, outside of Hennepin and
Ramsey counties, embracing Minneapolis and St. Paul, was $90,
and in the two counties named, $337. The per capita in Ne-
braska, outside of Douglas County, or Omaha, was $117, and in
Douglas County, $171. In my own State, outside of St. Louis
and Jackson County, in which Kansas City is located, the gen-
;ra] per capita indebtedness was $49, and in those cities it was

184.

These official figures, taken from the census, are illustrative
of a general and widespread condition and show how the people
had become engulfed and overwhelmed by an enormous indi-
vidual indebtedness.

Now, I ask, if the protective tariff is such a blessing, such a
sure harbinger of sunshine and prosperity, and such a sure
bulwark of industrial safety, how did it happen that the Ameri-
ecan people became so terribly, almost hopelessly, involved in
debt? One would suppose, to hear Senators upon the other side
talk, that when we have a protective tariff shadows over the
industrial world and obstacles in the way of industrial progress
are impossible, [

Mr. GALLINGER. Has the Senator figures which will show
whether there was a reduction or an increase in mortgages dur-
ing the continuance of the Wilson tariff law?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I was just going to ask that question.

Mr. STONE. I have not that data in a way to be furnished
in official form.

Mr. GALLINGER. I think it is fortunate the Senator has
it not, for his side of the argument.

Mr, STONE.  No; it would not be unfortunate. I have no
doubt, Mr. President, that the amount of mortgage indebted-
ness was increased during the Cleveland administration. It
had been increasing year after year for a long period.

Mr. GALLINGER. What does the Senator have to say about
the result of the MecKinley tariff law in that matter? Were
the mortgages increased or reduced during the “ McKinley law,”
g0 ealled? :

Mr, STONE. My statement has been made already that it
was during the prevalence of Republican tariff laws, running
from 1883, and back of that, up to the date of Mr. Cleveland's
second term, that this enormous indebtedness was accumulated.

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President, I will ask the Senator
another question. Will not the Senator agree with me that
indebtedness oftentimes comes from an undue expansion of
business? I have in mind a community in my own State in
which almost every house is mortgaged, and yet it is a pros-
perous community, for the reason that young men have pur-
chased houses and have mortgaged them and are paying for
them as fast as they can. May it not be that our farmers and
others purchased additional land, and it was a prosperous time
for the workingman the country over, and that this indebted-
ness to some extent was due to that fact?

AMr. STONE. The farmers are still buying and always have
in the past bought additional land, and men have purchased
lots and built homes. That has been common throughout our
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history. But I can not concede that during the decade following
1880 there was such an expansion of business out in Kansas
and Nebraska, Missouri and Illinois, and other States, that the
mortgage indebtedness on town lots, business lots, business
houses, and on farms would grow on acecount of “ business ex-
pansion " nearly 150 per cent.

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President, then again——

Mr. STONE. And, if the Senator will parden me, if the effect
of a high tariff is to so expand business that the people of
necessity must burden themselves with oppressive debts, I ean
not regard it as a blessing. I can not subscribe to the notion
that widespread indebtedness is a sign of prosperity. If that be
20, then the people who owe the most should esteem themselyes
the happiest and most fortunate of men.

Mr. GALLINGER. Well, Mr. President, I guite agree with
the Senator on that poeint, but I do net agree with him in his
conclusion that it is at all due to the tariff laws. Then again,
these mortgages, 1 suppose; were held by eitizens of the Uniked
States who advanced the money.

Mr. STONE. I think some of them were, of course.

Mr. GALLINGER. Most of them.

Mr. STONE. I should think so. I know, if the Senator will
pardon me, that in my State during that period the great in-
surance companies of the East, and other large financial in-
terests of that section, which was then as now the most for-
tunate section of the Union, loaned money to our people, and
I know also that to some extent similar concerns in Europe
loaned them money.

Mr. GALLINGER. I did not suppose that to any consider-
able amount farm morigages or mortgages on city property
were held by foreigners. I think that must be a mistake.

Mr. STONE. I do not know to what extent.

Mr, GALLINGER. What I wanted to emphasize was that,
after all, we had the money in the country and we loaned it to
the Western farmer and the Western merchant, who was per-
haps expanding his business and trying to be more prosperous
than he had been previous to that time.

Mr. BURKETT. Mr. President, will the Senator permit me
to make a suggestion? It seems to me the point the Senator
from New Hampshire suggested, and which the Senator from
Missouri rather denied, that the matter of extending credit and
increasing loans is necessarily a sign of good times, is absolutely
correct.

Mr. GALLINGER. It ought to be so.

Mr. BURKETT. In fact, more of the business of the world is
done on credit than is done on eash. Our credit is as much of
an asset as cash. Let me say that previous to the time when
Cleveland was President it was possible for a man to use his
credit and pay interest on it, but the trouble was that after
they had borrowed the money and bought farms, when they
conld pay interest on their credit and still have something left
and finally own the farm, the Democratic administration eame
in and the prices went down and they could not pay the interest
on their loans.

Mr., STONE. The prices were already down.

Mr. BURKETT. In Mr. Cleveland's term they did reduce the
number of mortgages, but they reduced them by foreclosure, and
Congress reduced the indebtedness of those people by passing a
bankruptey law to get them out of debt, as a result of the four
years of Grover Cleveland’'s administration.

The fact that they eould do business on their credit previous
to the time when Mr. Cleveland became President indicated a
very good condition of affairs, and it exists to-day, let me say
to the Senator. To-day the price of corn, wheat, and oats, and
the other things we produce in Nebraska, Missouri, or Iowa,
is enough to warrant a young man, or an old man, who has not
the cash to buy a farm, to go out and get eredit upon that farm
and put his name on a loan and agree to pay interest, realizing
that if those times continue he ean pay the interest, and he can
live on his own farm and ultimately make the farm clear of
debt. But let conditions come as they did from 1893 to 1897,
and the same conditions prevail that prevailed then, and they
will only get out of their indebtedness by foreclosing the mort-
gages and by Congress passing a bankruptey law to relieve them
of their individual indebtedness.

Mr. STONE. Mr. President, we have had more than one
bankruptey law. Republicans have passed bankruptey laws
to meet conditions arising when they were in power, and the
bankruptcy courts were busy in those days, as they still are. It
is a very common argument, if, indeed, it can be dignified as
such, which the Senator from Nebraska makes. One might
suppose from what he says that the owner of a farm or a house
in town could not borrow money on his property during the

Cleveland administration. Of course the assumption is absurd,
but it is with just such absurdities that such orators seek to
beguile the people. You eould borrow money then, if your
security was ample, just as you eonld during the Harrison ad-
ministration or at any other time. There was no trouble abeut
that. I have no doubt about conditions remaining substantially
the same during the Cleveland administration as they were
when he was inaugurated, with a semewhat constant accentu-
ation of industrial distress. That was inevitable; for, unfor-
tunately, the Harrison pelicies were substantially continued
during Cleveland’s term. One might suppose from the Senator's
observations that there were no mortgages foreclosed until
Cleveland became President. But everybody knows that that is
also an absurdity. What is the need of making such state-
ments on the floor of the Senate or elsewhere? I say it is an
absurdity and is contradictory to what every intelligent man
knows to be the truth.

Mr. BURKETT. Will the Senator yield to me?

Mr. STONE. Yes; the Senator does not want to make a
speech? I want to eonelude.

. Mr. BURKETT. I was just going to reply to the suggestion
that one could borrow meney; that is all.

Mr. STONE. Does the Senator say that money could not be
borrowed then? .

Mr. BURKETT. Letme suggest to the Senator that if he had
permitted me, I would have read to him from Democratic
sources and further convineed him of the condition of affairs.
When Mr. Cleveland was elected in the fall of 1892, things were
going along in a prosperous condition.

Mr. STONE. That I deny.

Mr. BURKETT. I know the Senator denies it, and he re-
fused to let me read from half a dozen Demoeratic papers and
from Democratic statements to prove my statement.

Mr. STONE. I did refuse to let you read from a lot of news-

pers.

Mr. BURKETT. Let me say that eredit got into such a con-
dition that it was impossible not only to borrow money or to
renew loans, but factories at onece began to close down. I will
tell the Senator of one in my own heme town, one of the most
important we have in the eity of Lincoln. It was doing a most
prosperous and thriving business. Like most manufactories of
any importance, it had its capital borrowed. After that elee-
tion the men who held their loans told them they wanted them
to pay some on it, just the same as they did all over the coun-
try, and within a year from that time that institution, which
was deing a thriving and prosperous business, not enly could
not borrow the money te extend its business, but it was abso-
lutely closed out, and the stock was sold out in order to pay the
loan that it did have. That was the condition. If the Senator
will allow me, I can read him of 47 separate manufacturing in-
stitutions of the United States that closed down within twelve
months of the time when Mr. Cleveland was eleected, because
they could not renew their loans.

Mr. STONE. The request of the Senator is as unreasonable
as his statement. Beeause one concern in his tewn went into
bankruptcy or was closed down and sold out during thé Cleve-
lIand administration, therefore it follows that the Cleveland
administration was responsible for it.

AMr. BURKETT. They closed down in this country on an
average of 15 a day during the months of Janunary and Febru-
ary in the next year after Cleveland became President.

Mr. STONE. Being from Missouri, I would want to be
“shown” about 15 concerns being closed down in Lincoln. It
could not have run at that rate many days until Lineoln would
have been wiped off the map.

Mr. BURKETT. Oh, no; the Senator did net understand
me. I said in the country.

Mr. STONE. It has become a habit for Senators upon the
other side to make just such exaggerated statements as that the
Senator from Nebraska has made. Recklessness of assertion is
a common thing with them. They seem to think that all they
have to do is to assert something and stiek to it. The Senator
from Nebraska is just enthusiastic and exuberant; that is all
He has made statements that he must know are not justified by
the facts of history. And then he complains because I will not
let him read into my speech extracts from some 40 Democratie
papers, as he says, to prove something he wants to prove, I
know not what.

FIGHT oF 18946,

Mr, President, the fight that the Democrats made in 1896
was not so mugh for silver as it was to increase the volume of
currency, from the lack of which the eountry was suffering,
and which was the prime cause of the industrial depression
then prevailing, and of the oppressive indebtedness that welghted
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the people. I will not now discuss that old coinage question,
although, I will say, I believe as much to-day as I ever did that
under the conditions then existing the Democratic party was ab-
solutely right in its proposition. We were seeking to increase
the amount of available money for the uses of the people, and
at that time there was apparently no other way of doing it. Our
contention was that if the amount of money should be increased
to an adequate supply, enterprise would be revived, industrial
activity restored, workmen given employment, and that the
general conditions of the country would be improved.

Mr. President, we were defeated. The Republicans had their
way; but the Lord was kinder than they. There was a tre-
mendous demand for gold. The enormous pressure upon that
metal had so augmented its value that men were stimulated to
go out into the world everywhere and search for it, and they
found it. The discoveries were phenomenal, surpassing any-
thing in the history of the world. New discoveries were made
in our own mountains and in the mountains of the countries to
the south, and were made in Alaska, in Australia, and in Africa.
Gold was found all over the world—found in granite walls and
in the sands of the sea. The increase in the gold supply of the
world since the election of McKinley in 1896 is phenomenal.
It furnishes a chapter in history without a parallel. The world's
gold production in 1893 was $157,494,800; in 1900 it was $254,-
576,300; and in 1906, $400,342,100, or two and one-half times
as much as it was when Cleveland took his oath of office in 1893.
In consequence, our circulation grew rapidly. The larger part
of this gold went into the coinage of the world, and no part of
the world received more than the United States. The aggre-
gate of our money volume has been practically doubled, and our
per capita circulation has increased approximately 60 per cent,
and this notwithstanding the increase in our population. What
was the result? As the money volume grew, property values
advanced; enterprise awakened; industrial activity revived;
labor found employment; and the clouds that hung over us
began to break and disappear. What we said would happen
with an increased supply of money did happen. Our contention
has been vindicated. Industrial revival did not come from the
Dingley bill, but from the gold miner and the mint. Tariffs
neither make nor prevent panics. If a high tariff is a panie
preventive, how shall we account for the panic of 1907? Shall
we lay the blame of that to the Dingley law? You lay the
blame of the previous panic to the Wilson law. What is the
difference? The Dingley law was in full force in 1907, as it is
to-day, and yet, with this law in operation, one of the most dis-
astrous panies known to our history has swept the country. Do
you require witnesses as to the disastrous effects of this panic?
Then ecall the transportation companies of the country and have
them tell you of the tens of thousands—may I not say, hun-
dreds of thousands—of empty ecars. My friend here from Okla-
homa [Mr. Gore] says there were 840,000 empty cars lying idle
on side tracks or in the yards of the companies.

Call the industrial establishments, whose furnace fires were
extingnished, whose industries were stagnated, and whose work-
men were sent adrift with little money in their hands and less
hope in their hearts. Call the mining companies and ex-
amine them. And call the merchants and bankers, hundreds of
whom went into the hands of receivers. Look at the long, dull,
plodding, profitless months of that panie. Call the wage-earners
and inguire of them. There were not only thousands, but mil-
lions of them idle. Mr. Samuel Gompers, the head of the
American Federation of Labor, stated in his official paper and
in his speeches that from reports sent to him from the labor
organizations scattered throughout the country he was pre-
pared to say that at least 2,000,000 wage-earners had lost their
employments and were wandering over the country, vainly seek-
ing for something to do to earn an honest wage wherewith to
feed themselves and their dependents. And yet, Mr. President,
in the face of all this, Senators stand here and talk of pros-
perous times under Republican tariffs, and wail over the Gor-
man-Wilson law as the provoking cause of the panic of 1893.
Mr, President, it is astounding that intelligent and honorable
men can stand up, look you in the face, and say such things in
broad daylight.

Mr. President, there were one or two other things I intended
to advert to, but I have alrendy occupied so much time and I
feel so much fatiguned that I will close, although it be some-
what abruptly, at this point. A little later on I may renew the
discussion with my friends over there.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The guestion is on agreeing to
paragraph 215 as amended. .

The paragraph as amended was agreed to.

The VIOE-PRESIDENT. The Secretary will read the next
paragraph passed over,

The SecreTArRY. The next paragraph passed over is No. 216.

Mr. McCUMBER. I ask that that paragraph be passed over
until the chairman of the committee arrives.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Chair thinks that paragraph
216 has been agreed to.

Mr. McCUMBER. There is an amendment to that paragraph.

Mr. ALDRICH entered the Chamber.

Mr. McCUMBER. I now withdraw the request that the
paragraph be passed over.

The VICE-PRESIDENT.
paragraph 216.

The paragraph was agreed to. -

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The next paragraph passed over
will be stated.

The SECRETARY. The next paragraph passed over is No. 217.
On page 74, line 17, the Committee on Finance propose to
strike out the colon after the word “ pound ” and the proviso.

The VICE-PRESIDENT, The question is on the amendment
proposed by the committee.

Mr. DANIEL. I should like to hear the proviso which the
committee propose to strike out read, Mr. President.
The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Secretary will

amendment in full.

The SECRETARY. On page 74, line 17, after the word * pound,”
it is proposed to strike out the colon and the words:

Provided, That on filler tobacco produced in or imported from coun-
tries ‘that prohibit the Importation of tobacco from this country,

the duty on such tobaecco shall be, if unstemmed, 75 cents per pound,
if stemmed, $1 per pound.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on the amend-
ment proposed by the Committee on Finance.

The amendment was agreed to.

The paragraph as amended was agreed to

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Secretary
paragraph passed over.

The SecreTary. The next paragraph passed over was para-
graph 218,

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, the paragraph
will be agreed to. It is agreed to. The Secretary will state
the next paragraph passed over.

The SECRETARY. The next paragraph passed over was para-
graph 219. :

The VICE-PRESIDENT. A pro forma amendment to that
paragraph was agreed to. Without objection, the paragraph
will be agreed to as amended.

Mr. DANIEL. I should like to have it read, Mr. President,

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Secretary will read para-
graph 219.

The Secretary read as follows:

219. All other tolaceco, manufactured or unmanufactured, not spe-
cially provided for in this section, and scrap tobacco, 55 cents per pound.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, the paragraph
as amended will be agreed to. It is agreed to. The Secretary
will state the next paragraph passed over.

The SecreTary., The next paragraph passed over was para-
graph 220,

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, paragraph 220
is agreed to. It is agreed to.

Mr. DANIEL. I will not ask that that paragraph be read,
Mr. President, because I have it before me.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The next paragraph passed over

The question is on agreeing to

state the

will state the next

will be stated.

The SeEcReTARY. The next paragraph passed over was para-
graph 221,

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, paragraph 221
is agreed to.

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, I should like to call attention

to that paragraph and its reading. It reads:

221. Cigars, cigal‘ettes. cheroots of all kinds, $4.50 per pound and
25 per cent ad valorem, and paper cigars and cigarettes, including
wrappers, shall be subject to the same duties as are herein imposed
upon cigars,

I should like to inquire if the chairman of the commiitee can
inform me why paper cigars and cigarettes, including wrap-
pers, shall be subject to the same duties as are imposed upon
cigars? Why should paper cigars and tobacco cigars and ciga-
rettes have the same tax?

Mr, ALDRICH, Will the Senator from Virginia suggest why
they should not?

Mr. DANIEL. They are different substances which you are
taxing—one is tobacco and the other is paper.

Mr. ALDRICH. Oh, no; only the wrapper is paper.

Mr. KEAN., Only the wrapper is paper.
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Mr. DANIEL. T understand that; but why should a paper
wrapper be taxed like a fobacco wrapper? I will say, for in-
stance, that a manila wrapper——

Mr. ALDRICH. This has always been the law, and I think
it 15 to the interest of the American producer, as it is intended
to be.

Mr, TALTAFERRRO. T should like to know what is meant by
“ paper cigars.” The paragraph goes on and says, * including
wrappers.” Is there any such thing as a paper cigar? That
is the peint to which the Senator from Virginia [Mr. DaNIEL]
was calling attention.

Mr. ALDRICH. *“Including wrappers.’
* paper wrappers.”

Mr. DANIEL. I understand; but it says “ paper cigars.”

Mr. TALTAFERRO. What are paper cigars?

Mr. ALDRICH. They are cigars made of tobacco with paper
Wrappers.

Mr, DANIEL. That is my understanding.

Mr. TALTAFERRO, It says, “paper cigars and cigarettes,
including wrappers.”

Mr. ALDRICH. These are paper wrappers, or the language
is *including wrappers.” That,is the exact langunage of every
act which has been passed for a great many years. It is simply
to keep out the paper cigars, if you please, and put a duty upon
them to make it impossible to import them. .

Mr. DANIEL. I should like to have a “paper cigar” de-
fined, if the Senator can define it.

Mr. ALDRICH. In the act of 1890 the same language was
used; in the act of 1804 the same language was used; and in
the act of 1897 the same language was used.

Mr. DANIEL. We might have used it a thousand times and
still not know the meaning of it. The guestion is what it means.

Mr. ALDRICH. Both of the Senators come from tobacco
States, and ought to know the meaning of it.

Mr. DANIEL. I should, if we made paper cigars down there,
I want to understand it.

AMr. ALDRICH. It probably is intended to be a prohibitory
duty on paper cigars.

Mr. DANIEL. But what is a “ paper cigar?”

Mr. ALDRICH. A cigar made of tobacco with a paper wrap-
per, which is to pay the same rate of duty that it would if it
had a tobacco wrapper. That means that they can not be
imported. It is entirely in the interests of American producers
of cigars.

Mr. TALTAFERRO. As the Senator from Rhode Island sug-
gests, I come from a cigar State, but I confess that I have
never before heard of a “ paper cigar.” I imagine that the idea
of the Senator from Rhode Island was that this language meant
tobacco cigars with paper wrappers. If that is the meaning, I
do not see why the bill should not so express it.

Mr. ALDRICH. The Senator has heard of paper cigarettes?

Mr. TALIAFERRO. Never. I have heard of cigarettes with
paper wrappers.

Mr. ALDRICH. That is what is intended here—what are
technically and eommercially known as “ paper cigarettes.”

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I find in the Wilson law, in
paragraph 188, the exact language which is used in this bill.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, the paragraph

It does not say

is agreed to. The Secretary will state the next paragraph
passed over.

The SecreraRY. The next paragraph passed over was para-
graph 220. !

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Is there objection to agreeing to
the paragraph as amended? The Chair hears none., The Secre-
tary will state the next paragraph passed over,

The Secrerary. The next paragraph passed over' was para-
graph 227, to which the Committee on Finance report an amend-
ment, on page 76, line 20, to strike out the word * twenty-four ”
and insert “ thirty.”

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, I have passed by, not with-
out some impatience, I will confess, frequent attacks on the duty
on cereals—wheat, oats, barley, and so forth. I deemed it more
proper to answer those attacks when the subject should be under
discussion. The expressions indicated to me that they were
made with very little understanding or study of the subject.

I want to speak a very few minutes upon the subject of the
duty upon cereals, whether such duty is necessary, and if any
duty should be levied, the extent of that duty.

No man can make a just claim to statesmanship who fails to
look not only at conditions as they exist to-day, but as they will
in all probability exist to-morrow or in the immediate future;
and he who fails to ealeulate the conditions under which the law
is to operate in the immediate future, but blindly enaets just for
to-day, can hardly be said to represent a progressive people.

That want of foresight, with its attendant evils and extray-
agances, is manifested in our public-building appropriations,
where our structures have to be almost rebuilt in most instances
in from five to ten years. They are built for to-day and not for
the growing demands of our business and our people.

We are making this tariff with the hope and the expectation
that it will continue in force for at least a decade. I know our
friends on the other side say they will revise it themselves in
less time than that. I am not prepared to say they are not right.
I sometimes think that the American people have got to learn
a fearful lesson about every fifteen years in order to bring
them back to safe, economic principles,

But I hope we shall not have to take another lesson such as
we had during the last anti-Republican administration. The
punishment is altogether too severe for the mild offense of lack
of memory or good judgment,

Anyway we should start.this bill as near right as our con-
flicting views will allow us and with the idea that it will last
for ten years. If I thought it would be materially revised in
a year or two, I should not concern myself much about any raise
on any agricultural product. But if I think it will last ten
years, and I make no provision for the rapid changes that are
taking place, I certainly shall fail to properly represent the
people of my State during that time,

To-day we are exporting wheat, oats, barley, and rye. Eleven
years from to-day, in 1920, we shall in all probability not be
exporting a bushel of either of these cerenls. The last year
we raised about 650,000,000 bushels of wheat, and western
Canada, adjoining my State and the western part of the United
States, raised about 125,000,000 bushels. Ten years from to-day
we may maintain our production of wheat to, say, 65,000,000,
possibly 700,000,000, bushels, and by that time Canada, immedi-
ately north of the United States, will probably raise from five
hundred to seven hundred million bushels of wheat.

What will bappen then? We shall be importing wheat in
less than ten years, and on the other side of an imaginary line
six hundred to seven hundred million bushels of Canadian
wheat will be ready to find its nearest market in the United
States. Then, in my judgment, not even a duty of 30 cents
a bushel is going to keep it out of the United States, and there
will be a considerable importation to this country.

The value of wheat will steadily increase as the population
increases, and the ratio of production of wheat to population will
decrease as the population increases. Therefore 25 cents per
bushel at that time will, in my opinion, not be adequate protection.

Now, I want to call the attention of Senators to a map
[exhibiting] of the United States and Canada, and probably I
can give them something of an idea of what the wheat pre-
duction of western Canada will mean before 1920, I will draw
a line on the east side of my own State [indieating], parallel
with the Red River of the North, and will continue it down to
the Gulf of Mexico on the south, and on the north to the Arectic
Ocean. West of that line will be found nearly two-thirds of
the entire<territory of the United States, and west of that line
in Canada will be found more acres that will produce grain and
cereals of all kinds than can possibly be found in the United
States west of that line. Here is a tract of country [indicat-
ing], about 1,200 miles by 800 miles, interspersed with lakes,
rivers, and small bodies of timber, nearly ever acre of which,
outside of the small mountainous portion, is capable of pro-
ducing all kinds of cereals except corn, and probably that can be
raised in some sections. As far north as the sixtieth parallel of
latitude [indicating] grain is being raised to-day, and wheat is
being raised fully 100 miles north of that line,

I have lately been over that country. I know something about
it. I know that the rainfall is a great deal more than it is on
the American side west of that vast section and east of the
mountains. I do not believe that the soil has the lasting qual-
ity of the soil in the United States, but I do know that in less
than twenty years this section of Canada will be the wheat
granary of the entire world, and I believe that in making this
tariff we should take into consideration this most important fact.

Only a very small portion of this entire tract is at present
under cultivation. I believe that in 1908 the report of Mr,
Young, superintendent of railway lines in Canada, showed that
about 120,000,000 acres of this land were then cccupied and that
about 8,000,000 acres were under cultivation.

I want to call attention to another fact, and that is that all
of the great transcontinental lines of Canada are crossing this
gection and are building their spurs on both sides for hundreds
of miles, Here [indicating] is the Canadian Pacific traversing
it; here [indicating] is the Grand Trunk, reaching far to the
north ; here [indicating] is the Canadian Northern traversing the
game section; and every one, with their smaller lines or feeders,
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is bringing every section of this country convenient to railways.
8o, Mr. President, we may reasonably expect that in less than
ten years there may be raised as much wheat in this great North-
west as there. is raised in the United States.

A number of Senators have reiterated several times that the
farmer ecan not be benefited by a duty on his products so long
as he is exporting them; but, Mr. President, any man who has
lived in my State for the last ten or twelve years and on one
side of an imaginary line has regularly seen the price of wheat
from 12 to 22 cents a bushel more than it is upon the opposite side
of that line is pretty well convinced that there is gomething in the
matter of American protection—that he does get protection.

I wired a few days ago to a place in North Dakota called
“ Pembina,” which is on the Canadian border line, opposite to
Emerson, in Manitoba, to get the price of grain at those two
points—and remember that all of this time both the Canadian
and American grain were being exported. I received a telegram
in reply giving the respective prices for October in each year
from 1904 and 1908, inclusive. In 1904 the American price was
$1 and the Canadian price 78 cents, or 22 cents a bushel in our
favor; in October, 1905, the Pembina price was 70 cents and the
Emerson price 64 cents, or 6 cents a bushel in our favor; in
1906 the Pembina price was 65 cents and the Emerson price 59,
or 6 cents in favor of the American side; in October, 1907, the
Pembina price was $1.04 and the Emerson price 94 cents, or 10
cents in our favor; and in October, 1908, the Pembina price was
93 cents and the Emerson price 81 cents, or 12 cents a bushel
in favor of the American side.

Mr, President, those are the conditions when we are raising
wheat for export ; but I want to show now that it will be impossi-
ble for the American people to be exporting in 1920. Let us
see whether I can establish that fact beyond any reasonable
doubt. 3

What will our population be in 1920, or eleven years from
to-day? I have made a careful estimate, and have taken the
estimates made by others who have given the subject consider-
able attention, and the estimate is that in 1920 our population
will be about 117,000,000 people, at the present ratio of in-
crease, taking into consideration a reasonable immigration
from Europe. '

The average yearly consumption of wheat varies considerably,

dependent upon industrial conditions of the country. TUnder.

normal conditions we use for seed and bread about T bushels
per capita; under the conditions that existed from 1893 fo
1897 the consumption outside of seed was only about half of the
usual consumption.

With a population of 117,000,000 we will need, in 1920, to
feed our own people and for seed 819,000,000 bushels of wheat.
Where are we going to get that? Where are we going to raise
it? We must remember that, while we have been inereasing
our acreage very rapidly year by year, we have nearly reached
the limit of our public land, and we are now having to depend
upon irrigation and other processes, and probably in five years
all the public lands upon which we can raise crops without
irrigation will be entirely in private ownership.

With a growing population, our old lands ean not raise wheat
year after year; their acreage is demanded for other purposes,
and even if that were not true the soil wounld be so soon ex-
hausted that we would be compelled to raisge other erops. It is
fair to say, then, that our present average capacity is 650,000,000
bushels. With increasing population will necessarily come an
inereased production, but not in the same proportion, as I have
stated. We grew 504,185,470 bushels of wheat in 1882, when
our population was a little over 52,000,000 people, and 634,087,000
bushels in 1907.

The wheat yield since 1882, during the years when much of
the new lands in the West were being brought under the plow,
advanced a little over 25 per cent, while the population increased
88,000,000 in that time, or over G3 per cent. 8o, Mr, President,
we will observe that while the acreage and the production may
increase for the next ten years at the rate of 10 or 15 per cent,
the population will increase four or five times as much, so
that, necessarily, we will not be a wheat-exporting country
by 1920.

yNm\r. what influence has the tariff upon the question of the
value of wheat in the United States? I want to show you just
what the immediate result is the moment that our crops get
the least bit short.

I want to call the attention of Senators to one fact, and that
is in 1904 we had what we ealled a short crop in the United
States, and I want to show the difference in importations and
in prices due to that fact. The difference in price, as I have
shown you, was 22 cents a bushel between two points on oppo-
site sides of the boundary line.

I will take the importations of wheat, and here insert a table
of importations:

Wheat.
Average.
Fis-
cal
year Duty col- | Value Ad
Rate of duty. Quantity. Value. lected. per valo-
June unit of| rem
30— quan- |rate of
tity. | duty
= Bushels. Dollars. | Dollars. | Dolls. | Per et.
1894..| 25 cents per bushel.. 2,742.35 8,010.86 . 1.10 8.7
= PR | eSS 1,258 1,448.50 313.25 1.16 21.63
1895130 per cent.. .| 18771 11,658.02 | 2,351,77 | 62 | 20.00
1896. 25,085.84 9,503.12 | 1,001.20 352 20,00
e A el [ S e N 4,009.08 8,230.08 657.81 .67 20.00
1808 _{{z=~-00meeee ] 63 32,00 6.40 .508 | 20.00
25 cents per bushel.. 0,824 7,798.08 | 2,455.85 798 31.52
1899__ do. 5,694.34 7,225.85 | 1,898,583 | 1.29 19.85
2,451.88 4,705.87 842,97 1.36 18.34
409.14 5,681.11 | 1,852.43 | 1.06 23.81
233,28 24,454.01 | 7,808.52 83, 32
032.73 6,874.89 | 1,758.21 T 95.57
536.21 7,218.40 | 1,634.10 1.10 22.64
563,34 [1,488,619.44 |411,800.86 905 27.63
423.-?5‘ 40,907.40 | 10,857.18 042 26.54
142,98 16,586.10 | 4,785.T3 JB3T 28.85
Duty remitted.
1905._| Sec. 15, act July 601,600 | 527,227.00 0.5876
24, 1897,
1908, do. 79,862 67,417.00 .832 [

Now, notice that in 1902 we imported only 33,000 bushels,
We had the usual crop. In 1904 we imported 6,536 bushels;
that is, for the year ending June 30, 1904. That was our short-
crop year; and, consequently, our importations would be
counted in the year ending June 30, 1905. Those importations
immediately jumped from 6,536 bushels to 1,645,563 bushels.
That shows what the result will be the moment that our crop
gets the least bit short; and this was a condition when we
were still exporting some grain. Then in 1905 we obtained our
usual crop again, and importations immediately dropped down
to 43,428 bushels, a mere bagatelle. I cite these figures to
show what the condition will be the moment that we cease to
be an exporting nation. Even before we had ceased exporting
and raised but a little more than we needed for home consump-
tion, the 25 cents per bushel did not keep wheat out of the
country. And 30 cents a bushel will not keep it out when our
production and consumption balance; and when we do not pro-
duce enough for home production, then 40 cents a bushel will
not be prohibitive.

Now, this is not all. When I come to the guestion of flour,
I find practically the same result. In 1904 we imported but
1,114 barrels of flour; value, $7,715. The very next year our
importations jumped up to 40,652 barrels; value, $175,512; so
that in wheat there was this vast difference between one yea
and the other, and flour along about the same ratio. ;

If I follow these tables throughout, I will find a similar result
in barley and other cereals, except in corn, and I admit that
the tariff on corn, perhaps under present conditions, may be
said to be more or less needless, and I am not interesting myself
in that. ’

I want to call the attention of Senators to what the difference
between 30 cents a bushel upon barley and the 30 per cent ad
valorem meant in the importations into this country; and first
I call attention to the 30 per cent, which was in existence until
1897 and a part of 1898,

In 1897, when the duty was 30 per cent ad valorem, weo im-
ported 1,254,968 bushels of barley. At 40 cents a bushel that
meant a duty of 12 cents a bushel. We raised that duty to 30
cents a bushel, and the importations immediately dropped from
1,254,468 bushels to 10,220 bushels. And yet in the face of these
figures I find Senators asserting that protection has not the
slightest thing to do with the value of the cereals raised in the
United States. And so, Mr. President, I can go through with
every one of these grain schedules and show that a low tariff
does greatly increase the importations and consequently de-
presses prices on this side. Our present duty makes a differ-
ence in value of wheat from 12 to 22 cents a bushel, but in the
near future, as the price of grain goes up, the percentage of
protection will be lessened, and I do not expect we will ever
see wheat, after five years from to-day, much less than $1 or
$1.50 a bushel. I wish to raise the protection so that 1t will
be commensurate with future values, then your 30 cents a
bushel will be a very meager duty indeed, and considering the
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production in Canada and the decrease of production in the
United States, there is no reason to doubt that we will be im-
porting very heavily during that time,

Now I appreciate the fact that when that good time arrives,
a great many of our people will be crying for cheaper food
products; but I hope and anticipate that by that time we will
have the same organization of the farmers throughout the
entire cereal-producing regions of the United States that we
have among the manufacturers and among laborers, and that
we will be able, to some extent at least, to control, not the
output, but the time of selling and the price to be demanded
for those produects. That will be somewhat difficult as long as
we are exporting heavily, but it will not be difficult the moment
that our consumption in the United States is about equivalent
to our production.

And in voting for these higher duties upon farm products, I
am taking into consideration something not only that we may
think will happen, but something that is just as sure to happen
as that the population of this country is going to increase and
the acreage of the country is not going to increase.

So in looking over these schedules I do not find a single one
in which I believe the duty will be too high, and I do not find
one that I think will be prohibitive whenever the condition ar-
rives that our consumption will about equal the production in
the United States.

I want to say one word in answer to a statement made by
the Senator from Missouri [Mr. StoNe] as to the increasing
mortgages on the farm lands of the United States. What the
Senator has said is undoubtedly true, but I want to call his at-
tention to the cause of that condition, and to the fact that it
means prosperity, and nothing but that.

The Senator spoke for some time about the increasing amount
of money in the United States which gave us these more pros-
perous times; but he forgot to mention that the increase was
due to the balance of trade in our favor. It made quite a differ-
ence whether all of our mills in the United States were idle, or

. were sufficiently prosperous to pay the farmer a fair price for
his grain, or whether we were importing those things we onght
to have manufactured ourselves and pauperizing the American
labor to an extent that he could not purchase the farmer's
products at a fair price.

The average balance of trade in our favor for the last twelve
years has been about $500,000,000 annually. Now, what does
that mean as compared with the condition during the four years
preceding, when I think it was less on an average than
$250,000,000? It means that there were 500,000,000 gold dol-
lars taken annually from the other side of the ocean and landed
upon this side of the ocean. And continuing that for ten years
meant $5,000,000,000. Now, what became of all that money?
Some of it went back into the old country again to pay interest
on bonds that they held against our railroads; immense sums
of it went back there to pay the expenses of American tourists;
and I am sorry to say that a large amount of it went over
there to buy dilapidated dukes for the daughters of American
millionaires, and to support them afterwards. But the great
bulk of it stayed in this country and performed the usual func-
tions of currency. What became of it? Why, it moved over
this country like ten great tidal waves of gold dollars. It rolled
over the Atlantic border, it pressed on over to the State of
Minnesota, and your pine-stump lands that were not worth a
dollar and a half an acre jumped to five, ten, fifteen, and twenty
dollars an acre. -

_It pressed onward over to Towa, and your 15 and 20 cent
a bushel corn jumped to 20, 40, 50, and 60 cents a bushel. Your
farm lands, that were then worth $40 and $50 an acre, increased
immediately to $60, $70, $80, and $100 an acre. Your young
men sold out their interest in those farms and came up into
North Dakota. They poured over the valley of the Red River
of the North, and our lands there raised from $20 to $30, $40,
$50, and $60 an acre. This great tidal wave of dollars rolled
over the western section of our State and the lands raised there
from $3 to $5, $15, and $20 an acre. It passed onward again
over the plains of Montana. It began to dig irrigating ditches,
and your 50-cent land became worth $100 to $200 an acre, It
pressed onward over the Rocky Mountains, down the western
slope, into Oregon and Washington, and your pine lands and
fruit lands doubled, trebled, and quadrupled in value. And it
did not stop there. That mighty tide of gold dollars, repre-
senting the balance of trade in favor of this country, and that
caused by the protective-tariff system, in less than ten years
leaped over that imaginary boundary line and began to buy up
Canadian lands, and during those ten years it has bought up
about one-third of the entire Canadian empire,

Every dollar of it has been an American dollar, and every
dollar of it is measured by the balance of trade, and back of
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that balance of trade is the protective tariff that keeps our
money at home. The farmers in the Northwest have received
that benefit from our protective system. It was not a direct
benefit, but it was an indirect benefit. Lands did not go up a
dollar in value from 1893 to 1807. Everything then that the
farmer owned or produced was at the lowest price and seemed
to be looking for a hole to get lower.

There were practically no sales at all. But how did this
prosperity for the past dozen years affect the mortgaging of our
lands? I will tell you how it affected them. Iowa farmers,
after they had sold their land, came over and bought this land
in our State, which prior to that time in my own county was
worth $20 an acre. The owner got $20 cash and $30 or $40
more an acre, and received a mortgage back for the deferred
payment. And so they plastered the whole eastern part of the
State with mortgages that represented a value almost double
the original value of the farm lands. Those mortgages, in
other words, represent profits. That accounts in a great meas-
ure for the excessive amount of mortgages about which Sena-
tors have been speaking. They can pay for those lands with
the present price of cereals. They could not have paid for them
at any price during the period from 1893 to 1807.

I intended to conflne my remarks simply to the one question
of the possibilities and the probabilities of the condition of the
Canadian northwest in the next ten years and to the demand
that we should have a tariff upon our products that would meet
conditions as they are bound to exist within the next ten
years.

I ask permission to insert in my remarks certain tables which
I have here.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, permission is

granted.
The tables referred to are as follows:
Importations.
WHEAT FLOUR.
Average,
Fis-
o Duty col- | Value | Ad
year e
endea| Rate of duty. Quantity. Value. lected. | per | valo-
June unit of| rem
80— quan- (rate of
tity. | duty
Barrels. Dollars. | Dollars. | Dolls. | Per et.
1804_.| 25 pereent. ... 313 1,097.26 499.32 6.38 25,00
SR AT 210.50 1,156.50 28012 | 5.40 | 25.00
~~{\20pereent__________ 1,841 7,804.00 | 1,578.80 4.29 20.00
1806 do. 1,201,12 6,258,690 | 1,251,78 5.19 20,00
1,088 6,270.05 | 1,254.01 6.04 20,00
101 480.00 92.00 4.56 20,00
1,273 7,025.08 | 1,756.53 5.52 25.00
609,59 2,560,109 642,31 4.21 25.00
773,09 8.757.12 939,29 1.86 25.00
656.20 8,465.72 B866.43 5.28 25.00
744,11 3,685.87 896,46 4.82 25,00
b97.18 4,480.80 | 1,120.10 7.50 25.00
1,114.04 7,715.79 | 1,028.04 6.93 25.00
1905 do. ,662.85 | 175,512.75 | 43,878.20 4.32 25.00
1906. do. 47,195, 177,160.70 | 44,290.21 8.75 25.00
{1 S SR [ R R 48,005.12 |  157,580.85 | 39,384,99 3.28 25,00
OATS,
1894__| 15 cents per bushel__ 8,387.28 3,874.21 | 1,258.12 | 0.48 32.47
S | B T e et 2,609 1,09.05 ( 40485 | .40 | 37.13
e percent._.____..! 811,638 79,824.43 | 15,964.80 .26 20.00
1860, do 20,323.83 6,933.80 | 1,386.76 341 20.00
1807. do. 27,462.45 7,828.60 | 1,465.72 .27 20.00
1808 {.--.do.-.--_.. 224 76.00 15.20 B30 20.90
==|\15 cents per bushel..| 8,874 3,190.58 | 1,831.2% 350 41,71
AR e O e e 11,483.79 4,461.72 | 1,722.50 380 88.85
1900 do. 40,554,93 18,361.67 | 6,088.20 453 33.24
1901 do. 18,960.43 0,202.55 | 2,844.08 485 30.91
3 [ S SR T, R e £4,059.60 11,642.21 | 8,608.97 473 31.78
1908 do. 59,937.75 | 21,794.41 | 8,990.66 .364 41.25
10041 e | 170,956,27 57,870,538 | 25,643.48 .339 44.31
1905. do. 88,855.30 18,704.58 | 5,828.82 481 31,16
1906. do 22,671.47 10,727.33 | 3,400.75 AT3 81.70
a1 | A SR, T SRS 87,129.47 17,265.58 | 5,569.47 . 465 82.26
Comparative prices of wheat.
Octobem— Pembina.| Emerson. | Difference.
1904 $1.00 §0.78 $0.22
1905. .70 64 .06
1906. .65 .59 .08
1007 1.04 .04 .10
1008, .03 i 12
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Rye.
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Corn.

Average.
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1907-8.

Grain crops of the United States.
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Comparative exports of 1
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Wm Shioee

Quantity,

10,220
104,208

J|  B35.m7
1,254.968.

Importations of breadstwffs.

30 per cent.........12,074,076
et e e B

——do.

table mp.lmtat.he crops of grain and potatoes in the United States for a mumber of years, as presented by the Agricultural
Year.

The following table exhibits the experts of domestic merchandise enumerated during each of the past seven years ending June 30, as compiled

The

Fis-
cal

¥year
Jearl  Rate of duty.

2514

1804__| 30 cents per bushel.| 2,083,
s lle
do.
1s8 s per bushel_|
189.| __do..—_____] 110320,

e

3,

from the statements of the Bureau of Statistics of the Treasury Department :

Department at

1001
1806 ...

1

do....
do
do
do___
a0
do

e ._l_ng'eh_ i
do.
barrels_.

--eo-------bushels__
--barrels__
-------bushels__

Pork, salted and pickled

F 2 P TR -y

Wheat and flour.

Oorn..
Rye flour
Barley
Eacon

Corn meal

Wheat.
Flour

I move that the Senate adjourn.

The motion was agreed fto, and (at 5 o'clock and 3 minutes
p. m.) the Senate adjourned until to-morrow, Saturday, May 29,

The Chair hears none.
1909, at 10 o'clock a. m.

Mr. ALDRICH. On page 20, line 13, paragraph 87, I move to
strike out “$6 per ton,” and insert * three-eighths of 1 cent per

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Is there objection to returning to
Mr. ALDRICH.

paragraph 877
The paragraph as amended was agreed to.

The amendment was agreed to.

pound ; * and, in line 14, to strike out “ 15 per cent ad valorem ”

and insert “ one-fourth of 1 cent per pound.”

?

ke to take up a single committee

Mr. ROOT. Then I will defer until morning what I was

about to say.
Mr. ALDRICH. I ask unanimous consent to take up para-

graph 87, on page 20, for the adoption of an amendment which

AMr. ALDRICH. I was about to make a motion that the Sen-
has been agreed upon by the committee.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New York

AMr. ROOT obtained the floor.
Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President——
Mr. ROOT. Certainly.

yield to the Senator from Rhode Island

ate adjourn, but I should Ii
amendment before doing so.
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